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| indif penſably neceſſary that I ſhould clearly 


define, and make the reader ſenſible of the preciſe 


. theological import of the terms, E/ent:a, Subſtantia, 


Hypoſtaſis, S&c. mentioned in my Preface: ” 
without this knowledge, | it would be nn | 
| for him- to determine between me and thoſe in- | 


genious and learned writers, whom I propoſe making 


the chief object of the ſecond part of theſe Strictures. 


To put theſe terms in the cleareſt light, and at the 1 


ſame time to obviate every cavil concerning their 
| preciſe theological meaning, I ſhall apply. each of 
Panr . B them 


| EFORE I proceed farther, I perceiv 1 60 56 


47 


them © the Wenke Hereſy. agpins which iv was 


originally pointed, This will oblige me to lay before 


| the reader a part of what I have already ſaid in 


the Preliminary Diſquiſition concerning Heretics ; 1 


which I ſhall the more readily do, as from my 


own peruſal of the Fathers, 1 am enabled to ſpeak 


with far greater preciſion than I poſſibly could when 


TI was only acquainted with them through the Mo- 


derns, not one of whom (except Johannes Garneriu 8, 


the learned editor of Marius Mercator, and, perhaps, 


Montfaugon) appears to me to be at all acquainted 
with the true import of theſe terms. 


I do not think it irrelevant Grſt to mention the ex- 


tent of my reading among the Fathers, which though 


I acknowledge it to be very. limited, yet I am con- 
tented to be tried by any other of the Catholic Fathers. 
of the fourth or fifth centuries concerning any dis- 


| puted point. For though I perhaps may not have read 


them my ſelf, yet, from the frequent quotations which 5 


4 have met with- in modern writers from, I believe, 


: every one of them, J entertain not the ſmalleſt doubt, 
but that all the Catholie Fathers of thoſs times make 
uſe of theſe terms in the very ſame ſenſe. 


'Of 
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Of the Fathers have carefully peruſdd Reſebius 1 
| — Hiſtory, and his Life of Conſtantine tb 
Great; Theodoret's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, and Here- | 
tical Fables; the Oommonitorium of Vincentius Liri- : 
nenſis; the Sermons of Neſtorius; and the Second 
Part of Marius Mercator, by J ohannes Garnerius, 
which ſolely refers to the Neſtorian Hereſy, and 
which, inidfs otherwiſe noticed, is always referred to 
in this work; alſo the Auctarium of Theodoret, by the 
ſame editor. Theſe two laſt works, whether of tlie 
ancient or of the modern, Teſteem invaluable; 1 have 
alſo peruſed the Epiſtle of Leo the Great concerning 
the Eutychian and other Hereſies L and have looked 
| through Epiphanius. 1 have alſo carefully examined 
the Eeeleſiaſtical Hiſtories of Socrates and Sozomen; 
but, being laymen, they were unacquainted with the 
theological import of the terms made uſe of by con- 
: tending theologians, Of this the latter more than 
once gives a hint : but Socrates ſpeaks poſitively and 


ignorantly. Theſe writers, therefore, are to be little 
regarded, When ſpeaking of the peculiar opinions of = 
Heretics, unleſs when quoting their words, or 
are ſupported by Catholic Fathers. But the writers 
who ſhould. be chiefly attended to, are Neſtorius, 
: BS = 00 


E 
Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, Marius Mercator, 
and Leo the Great: and, concerning the Hereſies, 
theſe all ſpeak the ſame language. To ſuch authori- 
ties what can be ptipoſad even though all the other 
| Fathers held a different language concerning the He- 
relies? yet, even in this caſe, with the judicious theſe 
would kick the beam: but, on the contrary, when, as 


far as I have noticed them, they all hold the ſame 


language concerning the Hereſies as thoſe firſt men- 


| tioned, can there remain a doubt that” the Fathers 


entertained the ſame ſentiments concerning them? Had 
they entertained different notions, it would have been 


quickly remarked: for, in thoſe days, it was not per- 


mitted to the Catholic eccleſiaſtics to hold different 


opinions upon doctrinal points: : in ſuch caſes they were | 
obliged to recant, or were depoſed, I have, . more- 
(over, looked through the genuine works of Tertullian, 
and peruſed a little of Cyprian; alſo Origen againſt 
Celſus, and Juſtin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho 
the Jew. But theſe writers, living before the important 
Hereſies concerning the Trinity ſprung up among the 
Catholics, can give no information concerning them. 
However, ſome of the treatiſes of the former are in- 
valuable, for the knowledge which they preſerve to 


us» 


1 1 
us of ſome ſingular opinions held by carly Chriſtians, 
and their adverſaries. | 
To what I have already laid down in the Preliminary 

$ Diſquiſition, obncerning the different (ets of Gnoſ- 
_ tics, I have nothing material to add; having, in the 
peruſal of the above-mentioned writers, chiefly 
; confined my attention 'to what they ſaid of thoſe 
hereſies which ſprung up among the Catholics them- 
ſelves after the middle of the third century. If the 
reader, therefore, wiſhes to refreſh his memory with 
reſpect to the peculiar tenets of theſe firſt Heretics, 1 
refer him to what is there ſaid, p. 28, &e. 
 Sabellius, an African Biſhop, taught, about the year 
254, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, were only 
three names of one Perſon, and of one Subſtance, Sub- 
: ſtratum, or Subſiſtence. Thoſe who held this opinion, 
namely himſelf and Montanus, and their followers, "7 
were called Blaſphemers; becauſe they denied both 
: the indiyiduate Perſonality and individuate Subſiſt- 
ence of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit : they were : 


beſides nicknamed Patripaſſians, as holding that the 8 


Father ſuffered. Euſ. H. E. I. vii, 9. 6. Epiph. Hær. 
69. Theod. H. E. 1. v. C. IT. .Ib, ms f. 1. i ii. C. * 
Marius Mercator, p. 128. 


To 


——— 


| To elueidate the terms Perſon, | Perſona,” Tpogownro, | 
and Subſiftence, Saen, Subſtratum, Subfantia, 

Subffientic, duenne dete, let the reader” foppoſe | 
3 | a dead ſnail to be put before him. This is a 
| | . Sub / fence, &c. Let him afterwards ſuppoſe it to 
. be endued with a reaſonable foul; it will -be then 
| both a Subſiflence and a Perſon, Let him then ſuppoſe 
ER the Deity to be comprehended under the figure of this 
1 . aniryaged ſnail, Sabelljus held, that the Deity made 


i himſelf known to the Jews in the time of Moſes as 
is the Father; and in the time of Jeſus Chriſt by means | 
l of a protenſion (which may be well conceived as re- 

i : fembling the horn of a ſnail, when it puts it forth) 
N which poſſeſſed the Man Jeſus Chriſt; and that the 
| | N Holy Spirit was another protenſſon, ſimilar to that 
| | | which poſſeſſed Jeſus Chriſt, but which took poſ- 
9 ſellon of the Apoſtles at the Feaſt of re ſuc- 
0 6 | 5 ceeding the crucifixion, | e 

| This ſect is alluded to in the Arbe Creed, Soc. 
| | kl i. c. 19. under the character of thoſe who only held 
i one Perſon (apouna), by making the Father, Son, and 

| | Holy Ghoſt one thing (me, or nn under | 


FAR Sinbatiaificas; 


i | Noetus is mentioned by Epiphanius as maintain - 
it ing 
it 


. 5 1 


ing the farms tenets as thoſe aſcribed to | Sabetlins; | 


But what he ſays of this Heretic is utterly improb- 
able, Firſt, he obſerves, that he flouriſhed about 


130 years before the time that he was writing, 


which would make Hin contemporary with Sabellius: 
and yet, though a little Prior 3 in time to this African 


Biſhop, 1 he is unnoticed by the Council, which was con- 


| vened to examine and condemn the opinion of Sabellius, 


| which is abt to be diſtinguiſhed from that of Noetus. 


adly, He obſerves, that he was, together with his 


aſſociates, expelled. by. Proſtyters from the church, 
after having. been firſt condemned by them. Now, 


unleſs in this inſtance, it does not appear from Ecele- 
ſiaſtical hiſtory that ſuch a power had ever been veſted 


in Preſbyters : and doubtleſs, had fuch a council of 
f Preſpyters been really convened for fuck a purpoſe, 
there would have been frequent alluſions to it either 

in future Councils or Eecleſiaſtical hiſtorians; 3 but in 


neither 1 is there one word of the ſort. Epiphanius again 


obſerves, that Noetus called himſelf Moſes, and his 


brother Aaron. Such extravagance could only have 
been the reverie of ſome diſtempered monaſtic brain. 
Euſebius has taken no notice of this Heretic; being 


probably aware, that his SIP reſted ſolely upon 


ſome 
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ſome Monkif telition which impoſed c on Epiphanius. 


His name, beſides, denotes intelligence. The names 


of real perſons amorig the Greeks, I have obſerved to 
de very rarely fignificative. Poe 


Praxeas towards the cloſe of che ſecond Century 
taught that << the Father had himſelf deſcended inta 


the Virgin, that He was born of her, that he ſuffered, 
finally. that He was Jeſus Chriſt himſelf,” $ ipſum 


dicit Patrem deſcendiſſe in Virginem, ipſum. ex ea 


53 natum, ipſum paſſum, denique ipfum eſſe Jeſum Chrif- | 
tum. Tert. ad Praxeam. c. 1. This notion is 
called by Marius Mercator veraluf, p. 129, and, what- 
ever offence it might have given to Tertullian, did 
not differ much from his own: for Tertullian com- 


pares the Trinity to a tree, ſaying that the root, the 


branch, and the fruit, reſembled the connection and 


mutual dependance of the three divine Subfiſtences, - 


Doctor Prieſtley has obſerved that Tertullian's | 


| Orthodoxy, inaſmuch as concerned the Trinity, was 


never diſputed. If it was not, it was owing to the 


ignorance of his readers concerning the true Catholic | 


faith. The Ancients never allude to Him as a 
teacher of ſound doctrine; and with good reaſon, for 


he was evidently unſound in the faith: for in his 


ſecond 


"PL 


fervhd cute againſt Praxeas he ſays, Speaking of 
the Trinity; Tres autem non Statu ſed gradu, nec ſub- 
| faantia ſed forma, This was denying that each of the 


divine perſons in the Trinity was. x Subſiſtence, or 


Hypoſtaſis: which is clearly heretical. But what is ſtill | 
more important, this paſſage ſhews that the term Sub- 
ſtantia ſignified individuate Subfiftence, Subftratum, or 


| Subſtance, fo early as the latter end of the ad century. 


Marcellus, Biſhop of Ancyra in Galatia, main- 


tained, about the year 330, that the Protenſions of 
Sabellius, inſtead of having been drawn into the Sub- 


ſiſtence of the Deity, from which they were protended, 


after the crucifixion and apoſtolic: age, continued pro- 


tended, and will continue ſo until the conſummation 


of the will of the Father concerning his creature Man: 


but upon its accompliſhment, that they will merge 


into the Subſiſtence of the Father, and never after- 
wards have a peculiar Subſiſtence or Perſonality oe 
their own. . He beſides held, that theſe Protenſions 
were endued with intelligent principles, diſtinct from 
that of che Father: and contended, that he did not 
deny the Subſiſtences of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, by maintaining the continued Protenſion of the 


two latter from the Subſiſtence of the F ather, and 
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which were therefore properly Subſiſtences. But the 


Catholic F athers, to cut off this ſubterfuge, determin 
ed, that the gubſiſtences of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, were each of them Znupe/iatos *, 
(v als) Or diſtinct, ſeparated, Subſiſtences. There- 
fore an anathema was pronounced againſt any perſon 
Who denied that the Subſiſtence of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of che Holy Spirit, were not each of 


rhem Emupoſtatos. This diſcovered a quibbling Mar- 
> eatian: as did. alſo the 'pronouncing an anathema | 
_ againſt whoever - denied that the Father, and the 


Son, and the Holy Spirit, Was vrortſſu;, or fubſppeential, 
a quibbling Sabellian. For, on account of the quirks 


and mental reſervations of the different | Heretics, it 
was diſcovered: by. the Catholics, that chere was no 
3 other efeQual mode to unkentel them, but prongunc- 


* 


ing an anathbma,.or ending tothe Devil whoever 
held 'the Heaſhival pins which was ſaſpeRted: the 
anathema to be pronounced by the Heretic himſelf. 

| Marcellusadvanced another r heretical opinion, names | 
1 that the Perſonality and Subſiſtency of the Son, 
and Holy Spirit, commenoed : at the incarnation of the 


* Enupoſtatos and Upoſtitos he ub ocher Aterenet than dat the 
firſt more wy nr Rot STILL OT S 
Word, 


„ 

Word, and the deſcent of the Holy Spirit at che 
Pentecoſt. To ſtigmatize this tenet, the Catholics 
introduced a new-theological term, Prouparko (oonap- 
2%, which ſignifies Pre-exiſtence both with regard to 
 Subſiſtence and Perſonality: which, ſignifications its, 
derivative, Uparxis (afk), alſo retains. See Marius 
Mercator, p. 136, 184, 204. Doctor Prieſtley has ren - 
dered Uparxis by the term Subſtance, This is a very. 
favourite term with the moderns. 1 wiſh however 
chat the Doctor, or ſome other of them, had defined 
it. For what I have here mentioned. concerning Mar- 
cellus, ſee Soer. 1. ü, c. 19. Sor. 1, ii. C. 33. Epiph. 
p- 826. Thart. H. f. Li ii. e. 10. Chryſ. 3. How in 
* Hab. | | 5 

| Photinus, about the year 1 caught that the Word 
had a Subſiſtence, and that, 1 in a peculiar manner, it 
inhabited or externally adhered to Jeſus, who was. 
begotten, as other men are, of Mary, and that by 
its agency the miracles recorded in the Goſpels were 
performed. Marius Mercator p. 129. p. 128. Vincen» 
tius Lirinenſis comm. p. 333+ Thdrt. H. f. I. ii. c. Hy 

Paul of Samolate, Biſhop of Antioch, about the year 
264, taught that the Word of God was like the Word 


of man, or Anupoſtatos leurs c) that 105 vithe | 
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out Subfiſtence; or like air, according to Phi- 
. Lifter: but that this Word dwelt in a peculiar 
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manner in the man Jeſus: whom he alſo held to 
have been a mere man begotten as other men: 


which was Marcellus“ ſentiment alſo. The follow- 


— — 
* 


ers of theſe three Heretics were nicknamed Ho- 
muncionites by the Catholics, | Marius Mercator, 
p. 128. Euſ. H. E. 1. vii. c. 2. Socr. 1. ii. C. "9 


Epiph. p. 608. Thdrt. H. f. 1: ii. c. 8. 
The next Hereſy which I ſhall notice is that of 
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Neſtorius Bifhop of Conſtantinople, who held, 428, 
that the Word, though Joined to Jeſus, nay though 
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it was even united to him, yet ſtill that the Union 
was not of fo intimate a nature, as that the two 

Subſiſtences, namely of the Man, and of the Logos, 
or God-Word, conſtituted but one Sub ence, as the 


Catholics taught; who named this mode of 1 union the 
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Union according 1 to the Sub ence, which is improperly 
rendered by the 'moderns the Hypoſtatical Union. : 


t Neſtorius maintained, that, as the Subſiſtences were 


two Before the Vaion, they continued two after 
the Union. It was for this reaſon that the 
Catholics objected to him his holding two. Sons, 
110 to Chriſts: l iii. Sti. Oyrill ad Neſt, 
oy 1 85 No, 


E 
No. 15, and Marius Mercator p. 119. He agreed, 

however, with the Catholics, in confeſſing that the VHord 

was united or joined to the fleſh in Mary at the mo- 
ment of Conception; that it paſſed through her, together 

With the fleſh, but, nevertheleſs, that it was not born 

of Mary. For, as he obſerved, how could that, which 

had ſubſiſted from Eternity, be born of her Who was 
hut of Yoltorday? He alſo confeſſed, that the Word 

took up the entire Man, that is, the body with a 

reaſonable Soul. In a word, the only points in which 

| he differed from the Catholics were, the denying the E 

Union according to the Sub Nence— that the Word was 

| twice born—and that the Word was not entitled to 

the appellation of Son of God, until after the birth of 
the man Jeſus; to whom being joined, the reſult SY 
according to him the Son of God, or Chriſt. 

Thoſe unconverſant in-theological diſcuſſions will 
doubtleſs be not a little ſurprized, at being informed 
rhat, notwithſtanding che differences i in the opinions 
of theſe four laſt-mentioned Heretics, they ſhould be 

coupled together by the Fathers, as maintaining the 
fame opinion of Jeſus Chriſt, namely, that he was a 
mere man, However this may appear to the Reader, 1 | 
cannot fay that wy thing ever appeared to me more 


unaecount- | 
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whale than the uniform language of the 
Fathers in this reſpect; but the difficulty was pre- 
fently ſolved, when I had diſcovered the meaning 
of the Union according io the Sub/iſtence, For, as 
theſe Heretics denied this Union, it followed, that 
the Word might be totally taken away, and the 
man ſtill remain. But upon the Catholic ſyſtem 


this was impoſſible. For the Catholies, by uniting 
the Subſiſtences of the Man and the Word, in fuch a 
manner as to form only one Subſiſtence and Perſon, as. 
the Soul and Body, though two Subſiſtences, are ſo united 
in Man, as to form but one Subſiſtence, which, without 
the deſtruction of the Man, cannot afterwards be 
ſeparated; ſo, by virtue of the union according to to the 
Sub Hence, neither could the God- Word be ſeparated 
from the entire Man, without deſtroying the Subſiſt- 
ence, and Perſon, of Chriſt. Neſtorius alſo held with 
the Catholics, that the Divine and Human Subliſten · | 


ces would never be again diſunited. N This, however, 


was not a neceflary conſequence of his principles, as 
he denied that they formed one Subſiflence and one | 
5 Perſon; but rather ſeems to have been advanced by 


him to maintain ſome little popularity. than to be tha 
ſerious dictate of conviction. p 


Agiuy, 


. 
Arius, about the year 318, advanced a new opinion 
concerning the Word, namely, that it was created by 


God, ont of nothing, and, conſequently, was not eternal. 


To confate this notion, the Catholics determined at 
the council of Nice, which was aſſembled by Con- 


ſtantine the Great, chiefly on account of this hereſy, . 
that the F ather, and Word, or Son, Were Homoouſios, 3 


or Conſubſtantial, that is, of one Suh ence, Subſtratum, 


or Subſtance. It hence followed, that whoever affirmed 
_ that the Father and Son were Homoouſios, at the ſame 


time affirmed that the Son was eternal, and not created, 


For if he was of one Sul ſiſtence with the F ather, as the 
5 Subſiſtence of the F ather was by all held to be eter- 
nal, the Subiſtence of the Son muſt have been | 


eternal alſo, 8 3 
The Tenn — had been long in uſe 


among Chriſtians before the council of Nice: but 
; after this council it was taken in a different ſenſe. Prior 
to it, it Ggnified # milar individuated Subſ fence 3 as a 


Man's Son is ſaid to be of a ſnilar . with 


his father. Manes, therefore,” for reaching that the 
5 Pon Was r with God, and a part of his 


Subſiſtence, Epiphc p. 732, Was charged by the 
Catholics with teaching two Gods. But according to 


. 


* 
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the meaning affixed to this term by the Nickearſ 
Fathers, it implied, that the Father, Son, and Holy 


Spirit; were ſo united as to form only one Subſiſtences 


Ouſia (ovorn), though each in itſelf was a diſtinct ] 
Subſiſtence, vo acid. The Arians, on account of this 

| tenet of the Catholics, charged them with maintaining | 
the obnoxious doctrine of Sabellius;: or one Subfiſtences 
. Ouſia: which, when denied by the Catholics, who 
affirmed that they held the SubGiſtences ( ypoſtaſes), of 
the F ather, and of the Son, to be diſtinct, or two; the 


Sabellians then charged them with holding more Gods 
than one. To repel this charge, the Catholics affirmed, 
that though they held three Subſiſtences, ( Hypoſtaſes), 
vet by maintaining they were Homoouſios, they 
were ſo united as to be only one Subſt ences or Ouſia. 


Hence it follows, that the term Homoouſios 


implied an Union and a Separation at the ſame 


time. And that (this. is its true ee import, ; 


"0 Infuce & N that 8 Ry Wes of Gat the. 
Divine Perſons ; and that Ouffa was the Subſtratum' of the Trinity, or God : 
by which appellation 1 it (the, Trinity) 1 is ſometimes diſtinguiſhed by the Fas 
 thers of the fifth century. This diſtinction, however, was unknown to 
Origen, either as it nder the Divine Perſons or Human Soul, as will 
appear-by comparing, Pages 156, 170, 1715 292 of his Treaiſe againſt 
cellus od. Spencer. | | F 

: e 1 3 


* 


| In] 
appears evident from what Fulgentius, Baſil; and 
Gregory Natrefizen ſay, quoted in the firſt part of 
theſe Beriétures; p. 130, which the reader is re- 
queſted to examine; where they obſerve that Ortho- | 


: doxy eoniſiſted in neither « removing ſo far aſunder 
the Father, Sen, 46d Holy Spirit, as ts be ſepa- 
rated nor ſo elofely uniting them as to circumſtribe | 
them within one Perſon.” This double uſe of the tertti / 
Hotttodifios was of fuck ſervice to the Catholics i in 
heir eontroverſies, that it was affirmed by them, that 
its true wearing had been fevenlul do Athatafue. 
The great tfefultiefs of this tert itt controverſy 
will fin farther appeut by obſerving, that as the 
_ Atjans held, that the Word was made ont of nothing, 
it followed, chat if the Word was God, as they alſs | 


| fnaintilitied,. that chen they taught two Gods: for 


between Creator, and Creature, i Was impoſſible ; 
that ſuch a itttimaste union could ſubſiſt, as that 
they ſhould forts only one Sadfiſtenee or be Ho- 


#166uflos®, Atid that the Arians were folly fenfible of 5 


this difficulty, appears very Clear from theit confeſſions 
5 of faith, or creeds, in which they maintain chat the 
2 Se Pope Les V Leher tonttraig the EutySlariatif other Helehies, 


* 


| þ no ſenſible inter val between them. Socr. I.! ii. c. 19. 
But the Catholics had too much experience of Arian 


_ implying both Unity of Subſiſtence, and. Eternity, with 
ing the Eternity, Socr. ib. 
will appear ſtill more evident as we proceed. However, 
if the reader will look back to p. 49 of the Prelimi- 


nary Diſquiſition, he will be very ſenſible, from the | 


[ 18 J 


Son was /o cloſely united to the Father, that there was 


equivocation to accept of any confeſſion, in which the 


term Homoouſios was not included '38 neceſſarily 
the Father; for the Arians equally quibbled concern- 


This peculiar meaning of the term Homoouſios 


Catholics ſtruggled, leſt in treating of ſuch a nice 
ſubject, they ſhould touch upon either of the quick- 
ſands; namely, the joining together, or \ Jeparating.t the | 


divine Subſiſtencies. e 


About the middle of the Seu century, n % 


of ee a new opinion; namely, that | 


converted, or changed into fleſh in heaven, in which 


ſtate it paſſed through Mary: denying, that Jeſus 


Chriſt had * anima, the Word anſwering in its 
95 ſtead. 


But upon its being objected to him, that if 


ſtead *. 
this were the fact, that then the unchangeable God 
Word muſt have ſuffered, Jeſus Chriſt having been 
| ſenſible to the wants of humanity, he abandoned a part 
ofhis ſyſtem, acknowledging that the anima was a com- 
ponent part of Jeſus Chriſt. The Arians however, 
holding the Word to be a creature, and, of courſe, capa- 
| bleof /uffering, adopted this notion, which they ever after 
maintained. Though Apolinaris himſelf had retracted a 
part of what he had advanced, yet the majority of his 
followers held bis original doctrine. On this ac- 
count they acquired the appellation of Synoufiaſts, 
or Confounders of the Subf; ſtencies. For, as man was 
ſuppoſed by the Ancients to be ſenſible of external i im- 
preſſions, becauſe bf the Soul being diffuſed or mingled 3 
: through the body : : ſo, in like manner; if eſus Chriſt 


had no anima, it would follow, that, as he had been ſen- 
ſible of external impreſſions, the God Word muſt have 
been diffuſed, or mingled, through his body. Hence it is 
that we meet with the phraſes of confounding, confuſing, 
and mingling of the W in the Fathers, allu- 
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Ang to. this bah : phraſes unknown before Apo- 
Unaris, though, applied by later writers to the r. 
: ; * for the Jane reaſon. 8 Her. lr. 
ij Gall now attempt 40. define cos 8 terms, 
which appear to me not to be tene aderſioed 05 
by the Moderas. CAM Y fen 
; „ een aue, Bis term Fe a 
man as ſaid to be compoſed of two natures, body and 
foul : and, as the Aneiegts alſo beld that mag was ove = 
Subſiſtence, compoſed of two. Suhũſtencies, body and 
foul, it follows, that nature with them muſk mean a 
ſingle Subſiſtence. The Ancients, when they intends - 
ed to point out the entire man by this term, qualified 
it with the 2 perfels, ſo that perſati nature Ggnified = 
"IO the entire man, But thers was vo need. of this qua- 
.  lifying. term with regard to the. parſons of the Gods 
. head, fox each of them being & pure, imple, uncom-· 
| pounded. Sobfiſtence, was completely. defignated by 
Lues, or nature alone. Marius e p. ms 1 
No. v.—p. 72. No. ix. p- A | 
| Thhoowmory, Lahe perſon, Ggnifies the reſult of 8 : 


5 | 8 union 


[ ur } 

union. of the ſoul * body, and not the intelligent 
principle only, as generally underſtood by the Mo- 
derns. This term, when applied to Jeſus Cbriſt, 
fggniſies the reſult of the Union of the entire man, 
and the God- Word *. The Ancients, therefore, were 
not fo abſurd as the Moderns are pleaſed to imagine, 
in maintaining that Jeſus Chriſt had only. one perſon, 
yet two wills: for it would be very ſtrange indeed, if 
2 the finite ford: of a Man, and the infinite God-Word. 
were comprehended in one n. that it ould > 

2 aothaverhed wo wills. . . 
Il lave obſerved that pus, natura, fignifies 8 
&mpley/ and uncompounded Subſiſtence. This was 
its meaning among the Conſtantinopolitan, and 
Aſiatic, Greeks. But at Alexandria this term was 
| Frnqnzmous with n. and was + uſed * the 


as yncompounded, Subbenties. It was this double 25 
meaning of which Eutyches. took advantage; g: | 
: which contributed very much to extend his hereſy, a 
and to render it invincible againſt the powers of 
Catholigiſin, F. or, after Lyriks mn over Neſtorius 
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and his fame very high among his countrymen, 
who, as ever happens among mankind; attached 
| themſelves to the cauſe, or what they preſumed 


to be the cauſe, of their countryman Cyril then 


the, Man, and God-Word, were united according to 
1 tbe. Subfiftence (Hypoſtafis), in ſuch a manner that 
after the Union they were only one Subſeftence (Phyſis), 
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; Alexandrian Greeks did, in the ſame ſenſe as Hy- ; 


Y 
: 
| 
x 
| 


poſtaſis. For he affirmed, that this union reſembled 
| that of the ſoul and body i in man, and that man was 
only one Subſiſtence. Eutyches, 41 ſays. r taking 


chat ſtate had paſſed through Mary: moteover affirm- 0 


| himſelf; who tau ght, that there were #ws Subſiſten- 
cies (Hypoſtaſes) before the Union, but only one 
Subſiſtence (Phyſis) after it: and in this, as far as 


found went, he was very right: but Cyril's one Sub- 


x 23 | . 


at Epbeſoe, his learning was univerſally acknowledged, 


having maintained that the two Subſiſtencies; namely, : 


thus changing his term, though uſing it, as the 


advantage of bis changing his term, maintained, that 
the Word was changed. into fleſh in heaven, and in 


ing, that in this he Laid. : nothing more than Cyril | 


ſiſtence (Phyſis) intended a Subſiſtence compounded. 
| 5 5 miner LUND I gs. | KL 


9 3 
of three Subſiſtencies, namely, the God-Word, the 
Soul, and the Body: whereas the Subſiſtence (Phy- 
ſis) 665 Eutyches, who was a Conſtantinopolitan 
Monk, intended an uncompounded Subſiſtence (for 
khis wäs the import of the term Phyſis among the 
Aſiatic Greeks), the God - Word being, according to 8 
him, changed into body, ſo that the reſult was a pure, 
uncompounded Subſiſtence, or Nature. His follow- 
ers were ie Monophyfites, which 1 one 1 5 


nature. 1 I. oY CCL a, 1 io IP (4 4 4 OT A 


This 3 places in 2 very ſtrong ght, the 
folly of an ignorant, ungovernable, populace. For 
the Egyptians, ignorant of the point in queſtion, 15 

embraced with the wildeſt and moſt abſurd fanati- 

ciſm, chrough 'prepoſſeſſion for their favourite and 


countryman Cyril, an opinion the direct oppoſite 
of that which Cyril himſclf had taught, being com- 
. pletely impoſed upon by the /ound of a word!: nor to 
this h our have they diſcovered their error. From 
what Mr. Gibbon has ſaid concerning this hereſy, 
it is plain, that he alſo, or rather the Moderns, whom 
he follows, were impoſed, on, in like manner, by 
© ſound... However, at the council of Ch alcedon, -aflem- 
bled 45770 onjaccqunt of this hereſy, it was determined, 
I : that 


chat chere were wo natura, that it, SubRtencies, ih 
| Jeſus Chriſt, and only one perſon. This one perſon 
was againſt Neftorius, or rather Theodoret, who, for 
many years after the condempation of Noſtorius, had; 
by deny ing the Union according to the Skb/ſiftence, in | 
| +  effeRt maintained, actordibg/ to the Catholics and to 
"ct truth, two perſons! Tm ae and Shad ik 
Jeſas Chriſt, Fu Bente mm 
1I ſhall here OO what 1 have CAE ſaid re- 
ſpeRting ſome of thoſe technico-theological terms. 
eee a e Eentia, Subſtantia, * - Subſftthitia ; 
ſignify Subſiſtence. Ouſia peculiarly means the Sub- | 
 filketice of God, the Divinity, or Trinity. Hypoſta- 
1 ſis, the Subſiſtence of the Father, or Son, or Hely 
de e Her, f. I. iv. 0. a The Latin terms ate 
_ same, eee, ee. 

a Subſiftencs, - Wet ten Bondy va og 
© Eroworallyy is rendered — „* 
ful gun, Chryi, i. Hom.) in op, 24 Hieb j but it 
is not expounded by Marius Meteator, who trinefers 
the Greek term into the Latim text, p. $79 289, 
Montfaticon's tendering, however, * apprehend 5 
cannot be difputed: and, as already obſerved; this 

term 
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term Was probably invented agdinſt the Hereſy of 
Marcellus who' by maintaining that the Protenſions 
continued protented; perhaps affirmed, that he held, 
as well as the Catholies, the three Subſiſtences; but 
Subſtentia per fe precluded this quibble. 

Abi viterallos evidently ſignifies without Subfiftente: and 
I applicable to the opinion of Paul of Samoſate, who 
| diniee that the Word had any Subfiſtence; however, 
nbither is this . expourided by ane 
A 7,0 
There are "two other PE hich fill reha to 
be explained, nain ainiely erring by exceſs, ati erring by 
de FA The firſt is predicated of Sabellius, and 
| Kfarcstlus; Waadt they joined to6. cloſely the 
divine Subliftences; and alſo of the Arians, and Apo- 
| linarifts, becauſe they joined tos cloſely the divine aud 
| human Sübſiſtences. Erring by defect is predicated 
of Arius, becauſe he ſeparated too far aſunder the 
divine Subſiſtences: and alſo of Neſtorius, for ſeparating 
5 to far aſunder the divine and human Subliſterices . 
1 have obſerved, chat Cyril maintained that the 


union &f the God Word with the entire man . 


| * 
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bled that which takes place between the ſoul and 
body; but ftill he did not hold that it was preciſely 
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the ſame. This would have been mingling the Sub/ſten- 

| ces : as the God Word muſt then, like the ſoul, have 
been mingled through the human body. Hence it 
follows, that the Union according to the Sub ence fell 

| fomehow ſhort of that which took place between the 
ſoul and body. Therefore the rendering wor; Kab ur- 
reaow the Hypoſtatical Union, i is an intenſion of, or ſaying 
more than the original. Cyril, though he frequently DT 
C varies this phraſe, yet never puts xb hae adjec- | 
tive] 7; doubtleſs being aware, that his opponents 
would not have failed to object againſt him the 
mingling of the Subſiflences : nor, for the ſame reaſon, 


does he put it adverbially. This no doubt is a very 
| ; nice point, and would, I apprehend, have eſcaped 
IR modern critics: ; however the Antients failed not ta 


4 = notice it. Marius Mercator, Ps 48. n. 
Again, the Catholics objecting againſt the Apoli- 
nariſts the erring by exceſs, or of uniting too cloſely | 


| | 85 5 the divine and human Subſiſtences ; 3 asalſo againſt the | 
} ; | 

4 Neſtorians and Humaniſts the erring by defeft, or Tas: -- 
_ parating too far aſunder the divine and human Sub- 


ſiſtences: 


C.J 
ſiſtences ; it neceſſarily follows, that their union ac- 
cording ro the Subſiftence was a medium betwixt theſe 
extremes: and therefore it may be properly denomi- 


nated the younger brother of the Homoouſios, as affirm- 


ing an union, and a ſeparation of the divine and human 


Subfiſtences at the ſame time. The true import of the 
phraſe, Union according to Hypoſtafis, was alſo ſaid by the 
Catholics, to have been revealed to Cyril: and that of 


free will, ſo asnot to impugn the preſcience of God, to 


Auguſtine. However, there are many Moderns that, 


4 


with reſpect to this laſt, think it may be eafily 


accounted for on the principles of human reaſon. 


I am inclined to think, that the Ancients, by their 


mode of ſolution, give no ſmall proof of their 


-"Qurneriue alſo obſerves, that the Union according 
to the dub genes, was a medium between the opinion 
of Neſtorius and Eutyches 3 which confirms what is 


advanced in the preceding paragraph. 


Pope Leo obſerves, in his Letter concerning the 


Eutychian, and other hereſies, that the myſteries of 


the Catholic faith were not t capable of being expreſſed . 


Auctarium Thart. p. 525. No. V. 


. : in 


28 3 
in words; n nor of = repreſented by any thing 3 in 
nature. The reader, I doubt not, is fully e e ar 
the truth of the obſervation. 

The Reader will ſurely conclude, that if there were 


any perfons of common ſenſe in thoſe days, that theſe 
abſurd notians of the Cathglics and Heretjcs could 
not fail to excite their, keeneſt ridicule nor will he 
be miſtaken in making this inference: however, to 
ſtop the current of their adverſaries wit, the Catho- 
lies took care not to publiſh, or publicly avow thoſe 
extraordinary, and out-of-the-way notions, except in 
their controverſies with Chrj/tian Theologians. For 
£ Sozomen, as already obſerved, hints at ſome hidden 
meaning which was perhaps unknown to himſelf.* In 
this paſſage he alſo ſpeaks concerning the propriety 1 
5 diſcloſing too much of thoſe tenets which Were only 
known to the initiated and prieſts. Eufebius againſt 
55 Marcellus ſaysF, « the cuſtom of the church does not 
| 608 allow thoſeperſons who would have a mind to diſcuſs, 
ce to doubt, or to queſtion, whether the only begotten 5 
Ds, c Son of God WAS, and had PRE-EXISTED.? 
if Further, Socrates affirms, that Neſtorius did not 
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fay that Jeſus Chriſt was a mere man; nor that his 
opinion concerning Jeſus Chriſt reſembled that of 
Paul of Samoſate, and Photinus: which aſſertion ex- 
hibits his ignorance of the Union according to the Sub- 
Atence, unleſs we ſhould allow him greater knowledge 
in theſe matters, than Leo the Great, Cyril, Marius 
Mercator, and Celeſtine, Biſhop of Rome, poſſeſſed. 
But what ſhews beyond diſpute this reſerye of be 
Catholics in ayowing their tenets, is the tract of the 
Jeqrned Theodoret. againſt the Anomgeans, which 
begins in this mannsr, © Anomocan. Are you a Chriſ- 
te tian >—Orthodex, Certainly.—4u, What is Chriſ- 
6 tianjty ?—Ortb, To confeſs the former was my duty, 
fs but to lay what this 1s, unſafe.— An. F or what 
65 rgaſag 2. rtb. Becauſe it is my duty to ſay that 
« I am aferyant of Chriſt 3, but to ſay what is Chri- 
+ tianity, unſafe, unleſs I knew who it is that interro- 
b. gates; that ¶ may not be found throwing holy thingsbe- 
fore dogs, and pearls before ſwine. Again, if you aſk 
we, if ] am one of the Faithful, or a Catechumen,, I 
ſhall readily ay what I am: hut if you ad what it 
is to be one of the faithful, I anſwer not, leſt thein- 
C12 n ſhould perchance be a Few,” The dialogue 


proceeds 


L 30 1] 

proceeds till the Orthodox is ſatisfied that his ad- 
verſary. is a Chriſtian, when they proceed fairly 
to diſcuſs their differences. This paſſage ſhews, 
that they were Fews who chiefly amuſed themſelves 
in ridiculing Chriſtian tenets. Farther, Origen, in 
his tract againſt Celſus, admits; p. 7.“ that certain 
myſteries were Not communicated to all Chriſtians, — 
| That there were external and internal doctrinesꝰ —and 
p. 99, te that there were vulgar believers, and be- 
lievers who had made a . proficiency p. 148. 
that there were Catechumens and Godly. Henceit appears 
| that the Chriſtians kept the knowledge of their 
myſteries carefully among the faithful. For that an 
eſſential difference ſubſiſted between the faithful, and 
Catechumens, is evident, independently of what 
Origen ſays, from the paſſage cited from Theodoret; 
and which, it ſeems, ſubliſtel from the earlieſt | 
accounts of Chriſtianity to his time, which 
was four centuries after Chriſt: for otherwiſe ; 
we can hardly ſuppoſe that Celſus, who:" pre- f 
ceded Origen almoſt a century, ſhould make it one 
of his objections againſt the Chriſtians, when it "might 
be very eaſily dif proved, It alſo appears evident from 


this 


E 


this paſſage of Theodoret, as well as from what 


Socrates ſays concerning the terms Homoouſios, Hy- 
poſtaſis, that Chriſtian leymen, who, I preſume, were 
for the moſt part only Catechumens, were not initi- 
ated into the myſterious meaning of thoſe technico- 
theological terms, as I may well call them. 1 there- 
fore apprehend that the Chriſtians, may be well 
compared to Free Maſons, who frequently make uſe 
of common terms, but in a ſenſe entirely diſtinct 
from vulgar acceptation, ſo that the uninitiated are 
ſtrangers to what they ſay. 


* recollect to have met with ſomewhere i in Lardner 
a fimilar confeſſion made by one of the Fathers, 


which he contended ſhould not be literally received. 
At the time I chought the learned Doctor $ reaſoning 0 


in ſupport of his opinion was very inconcluſive. 


What has been Juſt laid before the Tyner proves 
that it was ſo. 15 
In conformity with che juſtiy- approved praQtice of 
the Moderns, I have ſubjoined my authorities: but 
leſt many readers ſhould be deterred by their num- 
ber from conſulting them, I ſhall here obſerve, 
thatin a couple of days cloſe ſtudy any perſon, having 


a moderate 
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4 moderate knowledge of the * and Lats Kr 
guages, may ſatisfy himſelf concerning what Has 


by reading the ſecond part of Marius Mercator, ed. 


Johannes Garnerius. 'T mean that part of it only 
which coritains the twelve 1 very ſhort ſermons of 


Neſtorius, and Mercator's Sirittures upon them: 1 
together with Cyril's three Letters to Neſtorius ; : 


and the defences of his twelve capitula, or anathemas, 


againſt Andreas damoſatenus and Theodoret. But if 


he will read the entire ſecond Part, he will, 1 


promiſe him, if curious in theological diſquiſi- 
tions, be amply "rewarded for his trouble, But 


as I apprehend, that this work is not yery 


common, he will be able to, form a tolerable. 


| been here laid down reſpecting the Herelies, and the 
| theological terms which I have attempted to explain, 


good judgment upon the points in diſcuſſion by 


only peruſing. the Commonitorium of Vincentius 5 


Lirinenſis, which can be done i in two or three hours, 


However, for the further ſatisfaction of ſome of my 


readers, I ſhall make a. couple of extracts from this 


writer, which will ſhew that my explication of ſome 


of 
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of the terms is well founded: and at the ſame time 


prove the abſurdity of that of ſome celebrated 
aidemns. 
Vincentius Lirinenſis, 1 of the right faith . . 
concerning God the Father, and the Son, ſays, | 
In Deo una ſabliantia, ſed tres perſone : in Chr to due 215 
| Subſtantie, ſed una Perſona, In Trinitate alius atque 7 
alius, non aliud atque aliud: in Salvatore aliud atque 
aliud, non alius atque alius. Subſtantia i is the Latin 
for Hypoſtaſis, which, when the moderns venture to : 
expound (for they ſometimes put down the Greek 
term, Hypoſtaſis, in common characters, which E | 
not expounding), it is by the term perſon; therefore, 
agreeably to this expoſition, the term Subſtantia in 
the above paſſage ſhould be rendered Perſon : aboard 
ing to this ingenious conjecture, the paſſage will run 
thus; „In God there is one perſon, but three perſons; 
c in Chriſt zwo perſons, but one perſon, In the Tri- 
18 nity. there | is another [perſon] and another [perſon}, 5 
not another [perſon] and another [perſon]: : in the 
6 Saviour there i is another [perſon] and another [per- 
&« ſon}, not another [perſon] and another [perſon]. , 
What nonſenſe ! but let it be properly rendered, and 
Paxr II. „ 8 dhe 


EN 


. N the paſſage is clear enough : for he ſays, In God 


ce there is one Subſiſtence, but tres Perſons: in Chriſt 
= CO two Subſiſtences, but one Perſon. In the Trinity 
6 there | is aer [perſon] and another [perſon], — 
c another [Subſiſtence] and another [Subſiſtence] : 
cc the Sari there is another [Subſiſtence] and another 


; cc fSubſiſtence], not another | [perſon ] and another | 


we ” 
To TRY ne IF EIN n. .. 
* 
” . * * 


cc [perſon].” He goes on, How is there another | 
« [perſon] and another [perſon] in the Trinity, not 
c another [Subſiſtence] and another [Subliſtence] 2 
66 Becauſe there i is one perſon of the Father, another of 
ce the Son, and another of the Holy Spirit; but, never- 
44 theleſs, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit Ii. e. the 
6 « Trinity] there is not another and another [Subſiſtence], 
« but one and the ſame Subſiſtence natura]. How in 
4 the Saviour is there another [Subſiſtence] and another 
40 [Subſiſtence], not another [perſon] and another 
40 [perſon]]? Becauſe there is one Subſiſtence of the Deity, 


\ 6 and another of the Humanity: but nevertheleſs, 


44 « Deity and Humanity are not another [perſon] and 


cc another [perſon], but one and the ſame Chriſt, one 


I! and the ſame Son of God, and one and the ſame 
; ll} 6 perſon of the one and the ſame Chriſt and Son of 
k | gs 66 God.“ 


„„ 
& God,” Duomods in Trinitate alius. atque alius, non 
aliud atque aliud. Quia ſcilitit alia eff perſona Patris, 
lia Filit, alia Spiritus Sancti, fed tamen Patris, Filii, 
et Spiritus Sancti non alia et alia fed una eademque natura. : 
Quomodo in Salvatore aliud atque aliud, non alius atque 
alius: ? Duia videlicet, altera Subſtantia divinitatis alia 
humanitatis: - ſedtamen Deitaset humanitas non alter et alter, 
fed unus idemque Cbriſti, unus idemqu: filius Dei, et unius 
ejuſdemque Chrifti et filii Dei una eademgue perſona. The 
reader will obſerve that aliud, the relative to Subſtantia, 
being i in the neuter gender, ſhews, that Subſtantia does q 
not neceſſarily infer intelligence: moreover, that Ged RN 
is clearly diſtinguiſhed from the Father; the latter having 
only one perſon, whereas God has three n. God or the > 
Trinity alſo has only one Subſiſtence, equally as the 
Father, | and as the Son, and as the Holy Spirit; 
this ſhews, that theſe three Subſiſtences of the F ather, 
Son, and Holy Spirit were ſomehow united, ſo as to 
form but one Sybſiſtence; which was done by predi. 
cating g them to be Homoouſios ; or that they were one 
and many at the ſame time. It is alſo evident from 
the above paſſage that God and Trinity were equi 
valent terms. Lirinenſis proceeds, ij As in man the 
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[ 36 J | 
« fleſh is one thing, and the ſoul another; but the ſoul 
4 and fleſh is one and the ſame man. In Peter and Paul 
6 « the foul is one thing, the fleſh another: nevertheleſs 
cc the fleſh and foul of Peter are not two: nor is the 
« ſoul one Paul, and the fleſh another Paul ; but one 
c and the ſame Peter, and one and the ſame Paul, ſub- 
+8 ſiſting of the different twofold Subſiſtence of ſoul I 
I; and body. Thus therefore there are two Subſiſtences 
in one "nd the ſame Chriſt: one divine, the other 
cc human : one of God the Father, the other of the 
6c Virgin Mother, one co-eternal and equal | to the 
é Father; the other not eternal and inferior to the 
dc Father: one of the ſubſiſtence of the F ather, the 
| & other of the Subſiſtence of the Mother: nevertheleſsone 
6 and the ſame Chriſt in the twofold Subſiſtence : there- 
. fore there is not one Chriſt God, another man; one 
« uncreated, another created; one impaſſible, another 
6 « paſſiblez one equal to the Father, another inferior 
0 to the Father ; ; one of the Father, another of the 
0 Mother; 4 but one and the ſame Chriſt God and Man; 3 
60 the ſame uncreated and created ; the ſame unchange- ; 
able and impaſfible; ; the ſame changeable and paſſible; 
40 the ſame equal and inferior to the Father ; the ſame 
60 begotten dae all _— of the Father, the ſame 


s begotten. 


. 
7 begotten ( generated) of the Mother within the 
4 age; perfect God, perfect Man.“ Sicut in homine 


aliud cars, et aliud anima; ſed unus idemgue homo anima 


et caro. In Petro et Paulo aliud anima, aliud caro: nec 


tamen duo, Petri caro et anima; aut alter Paulus anima, 


et alter caro : ſed unus idemque Petrus, unus idemque 


| Paulus, ex duplici diverſa ſulſiſtens animi corporiſque 


natura. Ita igitur in uno eodemque Chriſto due ſubſtan- 


Ys ſunt; ſed una divina altera humana z; una ex Patre 


Deo, altera ex matre Virgine; una coæter na et aequalis 


I Parri, altera ex tempore et minor Patre; una a conſulſlan- 


1 tialis Putri, altera conſubſtantialis matri; ; unus tamen 
idemque Chriftus in utraque ſabſlantia. Nen ergo aller 
Chriftus Deus, alter homo z non alter increatus, alter 


creatus; non alter impaſſi bilis, alter paſſibilis ; non alter 


aequalis Patri, alter minor Patre; ; non alter ex Patre, 


altera ex matre; fed unus idemque Chr Mus Deus et bono; - 


idem non creatus, et creatus ; 3 idem ixcommutabilis et in- 
paſſi bilis ; idem  commutatus et paſſus ; ; idem Patri a ae- 
qualis et minor; idem ex Patre ante Kaul genitus, idem 
ſcculb e ex matre generatus ; perfictur Deus, perfettus hams, 
Farther, he ſays, © Blefſed Catholic church which 
« werkiee 6 one e God i in the fulneſs of the Trinity, and 


Wee _ _— alſo 


i r „  Now-- 
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ec alfo the equality of the Trinity in one divinity; 
* ſo that neither the oneneſs of Subſiſtence confounds 
tc the diſtinction of the 8 nor in like manner 
e the ſeparation of the Trinity divides the oneneſs of the 
** Deity. Bleſſed church, I ſay, which confeſſestwo true 
* and perfect ſubſiſtences in Chriſt, but that the perſon 
ec of Chriſt is one [Subliſtence] ſo that neither the 
« ſeparation of the ſubſiſtences divides the oneneſs of 
© the Perſon, nor in like manner the oneneſs of the 
« Perſon confounds the diſtinction of the ſubliſtences.,” | 
Beata vero eccleſia que unumDeum in Trinitatis þ lane 
dine et item Trinitatis aequalitatem in ae divinitate 
veneratur ; ut neque ſingularitas ſubſlaniie perſonarum 

confundat Preprietatem, neque item Trinitatis di Hindtis 
anitatem ſc parat deitatis. Beata, inquam, eccleſia, que 
in Cbriſto duas veras perfectaſque ſubflantias, ſed unum 
Chriſt credit eſſe perſonam ; ut neque naturarum di i/tindtie | 
unitatem perſone dividat, neque item perſme unitas 4 V. 
ferentian ene ſulſtantiarum. 
Theſe paſſages | appreherid fully prove my defini- 
| [tions of the terms ſubſtantia, perſona, natura to be 


well found; and at the ſame time ſhew how much 


they have . miſtaken by the moderns, 


L. 9 1 


Now I aſk, is it poſſible not to feel indignation off | 


finding the term learned connected with the names of. 


_—_ celebrated moderns for two or three cen- 


turies Paſt, who, inſtead of candidly acknowledging 


their 1 ignorance of the theological import of the above 


terms, make uſe of them like parrots; that is, without 
having any ideas which the ſounds expreſſed, or falſe 


ones: but who, on the contrary, tax the ancients 


with ignorance, with not underſtanding the firſt 


principles of logic, with contradictions and abſur- 
dities ? Whereas theſe imputations, together with 


2 confounded want of modeſty, juſtly rebound 


againſt themſelves : for, till they underſtood their 


author, they might have ſpared their criticiſms. 
From this cenſure I muſt except Garnerius the 

learned editor of Marius Mercator, and, pothaps, 

Montfaugon: however, not having his edition of 
Chryſoſtom, | cannot ſpeak poſitively. 

Imoreover affirm, that the true Catholie faith has been 

loſt for ſeveral centuries, not only among Proteſtants, 

but even in the church of Rome; which 1 thus prove: 

The Orthodox expoſitors of the church of Rome; and of 


the church of England, whether Calviniſts or Lu therans, 


'X 


in 


f 
I! 
1 
I 
{| 
1 

[ 

| 


— 


1 
in expounding many difficult paſſages of the New 
Teſtament relating to Jeſus Chriſt, aſcribe to the 


Human perſon, what is there ſaid of him, which they 


think unworthy to be predicated of Deity: and 
aſeribe to the Divine perſon, what they imagine 5 
cannot with truth be affirmed of a finite creature; 
thus teaching 1wo perſons in Chriſt : but from the 
above paſſages of Lirinenſis, it is evident, that the 


Catholic church held only one perſon in Chriſt: 


therefore modern Catholiciſm, whether of England | 
or Rome, differs eſſentially from the Catholic faith of 


* 


the fifth century. 
Again, let us hear what Cyril of Alexandria ſays 


of ſuch expoſitors: of that Cyril whom Celeſtine 


- Biſhop of Rome, and his ſynod, authorized to draw 
up a confeſſion of faith for Neſtorius to ſubſeribe; 
ſuch confidence had they both in his abilities and 
orthodoxy. Cyril, in his fourth anathema, ſays, „If 


« any one divides into two perſons, or Subſiſtences, what 
cc are contained in the Evangelical and Apoſtolical 


cc Scriptures, which are ſaid of Chriſt by the Saints, or 


4 by Chriſt of himſelf; and applies thoſe to the man, 


« independently of the God W and theſe to the 
6 Word 


[ 44 ] 

« Word alone of God the Father as worthy of God, 
cc let him be anathema *.” | 

What would be- the fate of ſuch expoſitors in the 
fourth - century, 1s ry after this to men- 
tion. Were they Popes, were they Archbiſhops, | 
or Biſhops, or ſimple Preſbyters, they would 
have been depoſed and ſent to the devil. Pope 
Honorius, in the ſixth century, for an error akin 


to this, was anathematized, AuQarium Thdrt, 


p. 545 
I. Corollary. It follows chen that the true Ca. 


tholic faith has been loſt: and though i it be declared 
in the New Teſtament that the gates of Hell ſhould not 

prevail againſt it, yet that it has ſuccumbed under 
thoſe of ignorance. 
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Neſtorium. 1 . 

Thus rendered by Marius Mercator: 

Siquis dividit perſonis duabus, vel ſubſiſtentiis cas voces, que in 
apoſtolicis ſcriptis conti nentur, et evangelicis quæ de Chriſto a ſanctia 
dicuntur, vel ab ipſo etiam de ſe ipſo, et has quidem, velut hominf 
qui præter Dei Verbum ſpecialiter intelligatur, aptaverit ; illas autengz 
tanquam dignas Deo, ſoli Dei Patris verbo deputaverit; anathema eſto, 
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2. Cor. That the Catholic religion, as actually 
profeſſed, whether by the church, of Rome, or by 


the church of England, or by that of Geneva, is a 


ſophiſtication of the true, ancient, orthodox Catho- 


lic faith: and therefore, admitting Chriſtianity to be 


the true religion taught by Jeſus, that the Catholic 
religion, whereſoever actually profeſſed, is not 
THAT RELIGION. 3 

perhaps the reader wiſhes to know, in what 
manner the ancient Catholics expounded, or reſolved, 


the difficulties which muſt preſent themſelves to 


every perſon who peruſes the New Teſtament, 
concerning God's dying, n thirſling, &c. 
I will, therefore, attempt to gratify him in this 


reſpect. 
The Word, or God Word, was faid By the Catho- 


lics to have died, becauſe his man, the human ſubſiſt- 


ence, had died, For as man is ſaid to die, when his body 


dies, though the ſoul be alive; in like manner the 


0 Word might be faid to have died, though unchange- 


able, when his man, that is, the body which he had 


aſſumed, and which was united to him according to 


the Subſiſtence, Had died. 


The 


K 0 1 


The God Word was ſaid to be ignorant, hungry, 
thirſty, &c. becauſe though he was rich, yet for our 
ſakes he became poor: and becauſe he had empiied him- 
 felf,, Phil. ji. 8. : exrywor, ſe exinanivit, which we ; 
have improperly rendered humbl:d himſelf : the con- 
ſequence of which becoming poor, and emptying of the 
God Word, WAS, that he was therevy enabled to act 
and ſpeak after the manner of men. Cyrilli A 

Axini Apologeticus adv. Theodoretum. 

This mode of expoſition may not be ſo eafily 
catched, as that which ſuppoſes two perſons in 
Chriſt: but, according to the ancient Catholics, the 
neceſſary conſequence of this mode of expoſition, and 
which they have demonſtrably proved, would be the 
overturning of the Chriſtian doctrines of redemption, 
original ſin, &c. But to proceed farther in this line 
would be irrelevant and tireſome, I ſhall therefore 
only refer the curious reader to the ſecond Part of 
| Marius Mercator, ED | 
And here 1 cannot help obſerving chat the great 


f proteſtant doctrine of the denial of the real preſence in 


he elements of the bread and wine in the Lord's Sup- 


2 : g per, 


11 


per, is an oxpreſi denial of the doctrine held by the 


ancient Catholics, which, beſides many other paſ- 


ſages from the F athers that I might adduce, parti- 


cularly from the Capitula of Cyril, the following orie 


from Theodoret's Eccleſiaſtical . Hiſtory I. v. c. 17. 


fully evinces: When Theodoſius the Great, after 
the maſſacre of which he was the cauſe at Theſſalo- 


nica, was going into the church of Milan, he was 


met by its Biſhop, Ambroſe, before the veſtibule, wilo 


forbade him to enter into the church until he had 
expiated his crime by a proper penitence. Among 
other expreſſions, aſcribed by Theodoret to the 


Biſhop, he makes him ſay, How can you extend 


your hands, Rill dropping with the blood of un- 


ce righteous ſlaughter ? How can you receive in 


4 ſuch hands the holy body of the Lon! How can b 
« you bring to your mouth his holy blood ?* 


Corollary, If the teſtimony of thoſe Fathers, : 


who ſupport the modern Orthodox in their Trinita- 
rian notions, be deemed by them to be concluſive Us 


againſt the Humaniſts; ſhould not the teſtimony of 
the fone Fathers be admitted to be concluſive evidence 
againſt 


I 

againſt themſelves, in favour of the Roman Catholics, 
when maintaining the doctrine of the real preſence. 

From all this it appears, that modern Orthodoxy, 
of whatever church, is a very modern buſineſs 
indeed; and, conſequently, can not be founded upon 
any revelation of the will 6f God, This demands 
the particular attention of Doctor Knowles, who, in 
my apprehenſion, very juſtly grounds his argument . 
upon the antiquity of the Catholic faith, See Part I. 
of theſe Strictures, p. 18. | 

The reader, unverſed in theological * will 
perhaps be not a little ſurpriſed upon being nn 
that there was not an heretical opinion which was 


| not ſupported by ſome paſſage i in the New Teftament 


taken in its obvious meaning. But the Catholics 
wereat no loſs on this account, for they readily 
found others of a contrary impoſt. And I really 
think, when it is once admitted that the New 
| Teſtament, is the Word of God, and therefore i in 
every part true, that the Catholic mode of expolition 
is by far the moſt conſiſtent, For, to talk of reaſon 
upon this ſubject is utterly inadmiſſible. When God 
ſpeaks, it is ſurely to preclude human cavilling. How- | 


ever, 


[ 46 J 


ever, this I affirm only of the ancient Catholics, As 


to the Catholicifm of the Roman church I am little 
acquainted with it: but that it materially differs 
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from that profeſſed by the ancient Catholics, I have 
already ſhewn in one chief article. With regard to 
the Catholiciſin of the church of England, if to be 
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| judged by our tranſlation af the New Teſtament and 
Common Prayer Book, it may be affirmed to be a 
compound of Manicheifm, Arianiſm, Ne Morianiſn, 
Humaniſm, and Catholiciſm. As the firſt, I appre- 
hend, will be thought the moſt improbable charge, 
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I ſhall only prove it in this place. Our tranſlation 
fays, Eph. ii. 3. that we are by nature ¶ po the 
cc children of wrath:“ this by nature is a Manichean 
tenet, and which no Catholic could endure; for that 
pe here means truly. V. Cyrilli Ap. adv. Orientales, 
Auct. Theod. p. #43. 
The difficulty has been already obſerved which h 
attended: the Catholics, when treating of theological 5 
ſubjects, but particularly when writing in controver- 
a What en W! ſee der Sahne | 
it: but al were not ſo fortunate as Hilaiy. For | 
N Mar- 


0 


1 
Marcellus, in confuting Aſterius the Arian, who 
ſeparated too far aſunder the divine Subſiſtencies, 


got himſelf upon a lee ſhore in erring by ex- 


ceſs, uy bringing them too cloſe together. Apoli- | 
naris, in like manner, in confuting Photinus, hap- 
pened to err by exceſs, with reſpect to the divine and 
human Subſiſtencies, by uniting them too cloſely. 
Theodore of Mopſueſtua erred by defer, i in confuting 
Apolinaris, by not uniting cloſely enough the divine 
and human Subſiſtencies, which error he himſelf 8 
recanted : but unfortunately for his pupil, Neſtorius, 


he was not compoſed of ſuch pliable materials; ever * 


denying the Union according to the Subſefence. 
The reader, I truſt, being now maſter of the here- 


tical opinions, and of the import of the theolo- 


gical terms made uſe of by the contending parties, | 


which 1 ſeruple not to affirm cannot be juſtly contra- 


verted, is enabled to form a true judgment between 


me and thoſe learned and ingenious writers whom [I 


intend to animadyert upon. 


However, before I proceed farther, it may not be 


quite unneceſſary to ſay a few words more. Perhaps 
ſome readers may ſay, where is the uſe of knowing 


ſo 


i 
ſo accurately the different tenets of the Heretics. 
To ſuch I ſhall anſwer, arty That, were it only a 


matter of mere curioſity, to know thoſe opinions 


which cauſed ſuch revolutions in the world, as it is 
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well known that thoſe which related to Chriſtianity 
did, this alone might be deemed a ſufficient motive 

to unfold them ein to ſatisſy it. But independ- 
| ently of this, it may be added, that without bach . 
a knowledge it will be in vain to attempt a hiſtory 
of Chriſtianity, For Chriſtianity itſelf beirig only | 
an opinion, or belief, no matter whether well or ill 


founded, to giye a hiſtory of it, it is indiſpenſably 


neceſſary to lay before the reader the different 6 


INS. which ſprung up among Chriſtians : but 
how can this be done unleſs the writers are firſt 
acquainted with them. For ſurely no one will affirm 
that a man is acquainted with the Engliſh hiſtory, who 
only knows that William the Baſtard conquered. Ha- 
rold at Haſtings, and ſo acquired the crown of Eng- 
land—that King John ſigned Magna Charta—that 
Chartes's head was cut off without having ſome no- 
tion of the cauſes which produced ſuch great effects. i 
With * to * hiſtory, effects, as far as 


7 


* = I can 


AT... 

1 kan judge from the writings of thoſs modetns whom 
1 ſhalt venture to animadvert upon, are only known: 
dut with regard to the efficient cauſes they are 
entirely at a loſs, . 
Aitothet advantage which will ariſe from fuch a 
knowledge, is, that, as the time in which each 
heretical opinion ſprang up, for the firſt fout 
centuries after Chriſt, is pretty accurately known, 
i knowledge of the hereſies will ferye as an unerring 
thermometer to determine the age of thoſe writings 
which take notice of; or allude to them. For 
hen writings allude to, or mention do@rities, which 
were unknown in the time of their ſuppoſed author, 


there can remain no doubt but that they are errone- 
ouſly aſcribed. | 
Since I compoſed the firſt Part of theſe Hs 
and what has been juſt laid before the reader, 
| together with a good deal of what follows con- 
cerning Mr. Gibbon, I have been induced to look into 
Doctor Prieftley's New Hiſtory of the Chr. iftian Church, to 
ſee whether he had offered any thing newconcerning the 


_ hereſy. I then looked over what he mentioned 


—_— the other * from the Sabellian 
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to the Eutychian, both incluſive. During the 
peruſal, ſo many things occurred to me to remark 


upon, that I have found it neceflary to alter, in a 
ſmall Wine, the manner in which 1 intended to 


have concluded this work; for ſo I apprehend I 


may now call it, ſeeing to what a bulk it has 
ſwollen to; far, very far indeed beyond my original 
deſign. | 

At. firſt I had intended not. to have Intermixed 


the remarks which I ſhould make upon any one 


writer with thoſe belonging to another, or at leaſt 
to keep them as diſtinct as I well could: but, not 
to mention that I have had already occaſion frequently 


to. break through this part, of my plan, 1 now. 


apprehend, that, after ſo long diſcanting upon the 
different hereſies which ſprung up in the eaſtern 
Chnich,”it will be more pleaſing to my reader, 
firſt to lay before him my remarks upon what 
Doctor Prieſtley has aid concerning the Arian 

- hereſy: : afterwards upon what Mr. Gibbon has v4 


advanced upon the ſame hereſy. Secondly, Upon 


what Mr. Gibbon has mentioned c concerning the 4 


Neſtorian and Eutychian hereſies; the council of 


Chalcedon, 


ENI 
Chalcedon, and the ſecond oecumenieal council of 
Conſtantinople : : 1 ſhall then continue toy obſerva- 
tions upon what Doctor Prieſtley has ſaid concerning 


the Neſtorian and Eutychian hereſies, and dhe 
council of Chalcedon, where his hiſtory terminates. 
My third head will contain miſcellaneous remarks 
upon theſe ingenious writers, where 1 apprehend 
they have „ or have not t been ſufficiently at- 
tentive. * 4. 1 17 23. 4340 __ 1 
I acknowledge, that I feel myſelf ſomewhat at a 
loſs in what manner I ſhall recommence my 
remarks upon Doctor Prieftley : namely, whether 
1 ſhall firſt begin with general obſervations upon 
his work, or reſerve them until I have concluded 
my remarks. The former I apprehend is the fairer 
way: as by this means the reader will be able to 
judge, from my particular remarks, whether my 
general view of his Hiſtory of Chriſtianity be ſuffi- 
| ciently founded: : whereas did I conclude my remarks 
{ with the general view, I know there are few readers 
who would give themſelves the trouble to look back, 
and compare; and thus they might receive an 
impreſſion of his work which it did not deſerve. If 
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jn this I haye formed an erroneous judgment, the 


ingenjous Doctor will, I truſt, impute it * the 
head and not to the heart. 


Again I repeat it, that, in recommencing my remarks 


on the ingenious Doctor, I feel myſelf ſomehow 

awkward: perhaps many will think that I have 

already proceeded far enough againſt him: avd this | 
ſenſation encreaſes, in reflecting that it is owing, 
in a great meaſure, to his writings whatever progreſs 
I may have made in theological end metaphyſical 
ſtudies. Though by nature dauntleſs in what ] 
apprehend to be the cauſe of truth, yet I will not 
ſay but ridicule and ſocial incenveniencies, were I 
not inſpirited by his elaſtic mind, exemplified in his 
a writings, might poffibly, perhaps, have ſo far 


checqued me, as to make me covetous of worldly 


caſe. But wherefore any apology. | It Doctor 
Prieſtley he the man I believe him to be, and ſuch ag 
his friends proclaim him, his errors being expoſed 


mould, ſo far from irritating him, be a gratification. | 
For it is not to be imagined, that a perſon of his 
character would wiſh that his writings ſhould be a 


means of miſleading ; particularly, as ho is eſteemed 
= the 
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the head of 2 ſet actually encreaſing, and- highly. 
reſpectable from the abilities, learning, and private = 

worth of many of its members. n 
| Again, by expoſing the wonderful ignorancy which, 

I believe, univerſally prevails among all ſeQts re- 
ſpecting the early ages of Chriſtianity, may I not 
indulge the hope, that it will induce men of learning 
and abilities to a re-peruſal, and an attentive examin= 
ation of the early writings concerning the ar ages 
of the Church : by which means it can only be 
ſhown, whether it is of heavenly E or is the 
offspring of human craft. 
I ſhall now proceed to a few Wee remarks 
ppon Doctor Prieftley's Hiſtory of the Chriſtian 
Church: firſt premiſing, that I have only read about 
2 third part of his two volumes at the woſt, and 
that for the following reaſons: Firſt, Becauſe I appre · 
hend that by much the greater part of his firſt 
volume is founded ypon fable; for ſuch I cannot | 
avoid thinking the New Teſtament to be in the 
main ; the relations of martyrdoms, with which it 
abounds, I deem to have no better foundation. Thig 
J ſhall attempt to dier in the N 


tation 


— 


——— 


.... Tr > i AAP. A 94 as a 
T_T * — as _ \ = - 
25 - my — E * r Q : —_ 4 4 4 _ —_— . —— — P = = „ „„ : 
— —j 5 ws | & , * : - W — 8 q ts = 8 8 ”—— a o 2 7 ey 7 : * 
ry 1 a | | aa ; 4 9 — a 1 = =_ 
- _ mY 1. — 4 _ * — — — — 
- "wy ans x9; a N : 
- N Le 4 * - CEE - - 
— — - — * — — ow pp —_ - . — * * * - 
| | , ; 7 _ — 22 
6 * x K a n 
, — of 
5 , 

. 


rr 


a — IRR > 
* 1 2 n — — 


3 — 9 — 


— — me — — 
— — Re ag. * 
—— es KK ul 
— — 3 L 


- —— — Saw 
Kane & 9 * 


ne ng: —— 
- 


[4] 
tation to my Harmony of the Goſpels. Secondly, 
The hiſtorical accounts throughout the two vo- 


lames are too jejune, in what little I peruſed of them, 
to afforb any entertainment to perſons even mode- 
rately verſant in Eccleſiaſtical hiſtory; nor did 

7 there appear to be any thing new in them, nor even 


to be put into a new light, being nothing more than 


| aff abridgment of the common Eccleſiaſtical hiſtorians 
which are in every perſon's hands, What is men- - 


tioned of authors, is liable to the ſame obſervation. 


k My object beſides was the Hereſies; and 1 did not 


7 
{ f 
þ 2 


wiſh to have my attention diſtracted. 
With reſpect to the hiſtory itſelf; it may be juſtly 


called an Heretical Hiftory f the Chriſtian Church : 

for, throughout the whole work, with, I believe, but | 
a ſingle exception, the Doctor takes the part of the 

Heretics againſt the Catholics. This T can only 
impute to the Doctor and the Catholics being upon 
ill terms for a ſeries of | years: and that, — 
himſelf ill- treated by the modern Catholics, his re- 
ſentment has unawares extended itſelf to their pro- 
genitors. For otherwiſe, from his own open, explicit, : 
and' manly: conduct, it ſhould be expected, in caſe he ; 


0163 happened 


1 3 
happened to be biaſſed i in his relations, that it would 


be in favour of thoſe who, in theſe qualities, had ſo 
greatly the i advantage of their antagoniſts, Thus 
Athanaſius, when ſpeaking of the term ouſios, 
with manlineſs, declares, that it was true that the _ 
_ Catholics, in order to have the Sabellians condemned, 
were under the yRortuey | of ayoidintz the uſe of that 
term. For if it. were aid, that. there Was an 
ouſios of the F ather, and an ouſio, os of the Son, and 
an  oufios of the Holy Spirit, the lower and more 
ſtupid claſſes S the people, hearing one term 
(ouſios) aſcribed to the F ather, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, might be lead to imagine that the Trinity was 
one thing, or Subſiſtence, with three names: to pre- 
vent this, therefore, fays, he, two terms, da vrorac, Or 
ſelf or peculiar Subſiſtence, were introduced by the 
: Catholics in the ſtead of the one term ouſios. 
Socr. 1. iii. 95 Te, This confeſſion of Athanaſius was 
= manly and open. Let us now ſee what a prevaricat- 
ing—quibbling—lying part the Heretics in general 
acted, 1 
Wirh regard to e Sabellivs, hiflory has preſerved too 


| few traits concerning him, to enable us to form any | 


ſure 


* ſubs judgretit. 1 ſhall therefore allow a to be | 


| Homoonfios, but in a ſenſe very different from that of 


Sa+ 


\ 


immaculite. 
Paul of Samofate, an Unitarian, by —— 


and prevaricating, eſe aped depoſition at the firſt 
council of Antioch. At the tend council, his 


ſhiftings could no longer ſeeure him. 
Marcellus, another Unitarian, by confeſting the 


the Catholics, which was a baſe prevarication, 


recovered his bifhopric, from which he was 
expelled by the Arians for denying the three diſtinct 


Subfiftences of the Father, " and Son, and Holy 
Spirit. However, it was not his confeffing and 


bluſtering about the Hotnooufios that procured him the 


reſtoration of his bifhopric; but his being uſeful to 


| Athanaſius, who otherwiſe held him in contempt. 


Arius profeſſed the Homoouſios, having, I preſume, 


; ſome Jeſuitical evaſion, unleſs we ſuppoſe that he was 


guilty of perjury : ; for, I believe, no one aequainted 
with hiſtory can imagine that he was a true convert 
to the Homoonſian doftrine. The Homoean Arians, 


who held that the Word was [ke the Father according 
10 the Scriptures, being in fact Anomoeans, prevari- 


eated 
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caith to enjoy the ſunſhine of the court. The 

Homoebuſians, or thoſe Arians who held that the Father 
and Son were of /imilay or like Subſiſtences, ſuch AS 
Macedonius, and four or five other biſhops, profeſſed 

themſelves Orthodox, though few, I believe, will 

have charity enough to think they were ancere. 

But be this as it may, they afterwards profeſſed them- 
1 ſelves to be true Arians, who were all i in heart, by 

whateyer appellation they were diſtinguiſhed, Ano- 
moeans; that is, who thought that the Subliftences 
of the Father and Son were unlike, The Ho- 
mocouſians, like Manes, muſt, 1 apprehend, have 
held that the Word was a part of the Subſiſtence of 
the Father. 

Pbotinus an Unitarian, depoſed by the Arians, was 
probably, in like manner, a prevaricator. For, in 
thoſe days, when a perſon was promoted to a 
biſhopric, he gave a profeſſion of faith 1 in his ſynodi- 
cal epiſtle, to prove himſelf a ſound member of the 
Catholic church; of courſe it follows, that he either : 
changed his ſentiments after his eleyation, or, like 
Marcellus whoſe pupil he i is called, prevaricated, by 

Parr II. 25 . profeſling 
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profelling the Homoouſios, but in a : ſenſe TOE Liffe- 
rent ſrom that of the Catholics. . 

. have nothing to object on this head to Apolinaris. 
Neſtorius in the end agreed to ſay T heotocos, or 
mother of God, though prevartcatingly. Cyril, how- 
ever, juſtly obſerved to bim, that though ſaying this 


in the beginning of the controverſy would have 


. been held ſufficient; yet that he had proceeded too 


far, and that depoſition muſt be the conſequence, 
| unleſs he ſubſcribed the twelve anathemas, or capi- 
: tolas. Cyrill, 3. Ep. ad. Neſt. | 

; Theodoret, the celebrated biſhop of Cyrus, was a 


3.x ot 


mean, prevaricating, artful Neftorianz for ſuch I can- 


not avoid calling him, being certainly of that ſenti- 


ment till after the council ot Chalcedon, at which 
time he was 65 years old; and perſons after that 
age ſeldom alter their opinion. He, upon hearing : 


of Cyril's death, harangues the multitude at Antioch, 


 faying, 6c Where is he that fays that Mary is the 
« mother of God, K with a long train of invectives 


ain bis fallen adverſary. Vet, in a couple of 


years after, fearing the reſentment of Dioſcorus, the 
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ſucceſſor 
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ſucceſſor of Cyril, he wrote to him a long . humi- 


liating letter, containing a perfect palinody. His 


conduct, moreover, at the council of Chalcedon was 


the very oppoſite of candid. 


Theodore of Mopſueſtia, who taught the ſame 


doctrines as Neftorius, in like manner recanted. 


I have elſewhere ſpoken of Eutyches, as a preva- 


ricator ad; a calumniator; but his followers, as 


I ſhall hereafter have occaſion to mention, were 


ever on the watch to over-reach the Catholics *. 


As what I have juſt mentioned is incontrovertible, 


80 what other cauſe can the Doctors partiality 


towards ſuch a prevaricating ſet be imputed, than to 


that which I have aſſigned ? However, I by no means 
affirm that he was ſenſible that he was giving a 


partial repreſentation. To propagate « error would 


be unworthy of his character. This uſeful leſſon, 
however, may be deduced from it, that no abilities, 
how comprehenſive ſoever, are capable of guarding 
2 perſon from being e, who ſuppoſes that one 


; party is wire wrong. 
* . 5 3 ET 
hos 2 * Mercator, 1 Thdti. 
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= in Locking thibtigh D&Acr as Hiſtory, it 
ö appkared to me very clear, that he was not acquainted 
with any ent hereſy which ſprung up from Sabellius 
to Eutyches, both incluſive. In making this aſertion, 


1 impute no peculiar ignorance to the ingenious 1 
Doctor. The ſame may with equal truth be affirmed of 3 
| Moſbeim and Mr. Gibbon. 1 mention the former, 3 
as he is eſteemed the hiſtorian of the Catholie S 
Proteſtants : : 48 Mr. Gibbon may be well deemed = 
. of the free-thinkin g Proteſtants, or unbelievers, as : 
as ſome will have it: and Doctor Prieſtley of the 
Sorinians, or Unitarians. And it would be. truly 
very ſurpriſing if they did: for as the herefies 
entirely depended upon the doctrine of the Sub- 
ſiſtencies, which being utterly unknown to them, how 
was it poſſible that they ſhould have any knowledge 
of the hereſies themſelves? 
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I was even ſatisfied, before I entered upon the 
peruſal of DoQor Prieftley's account of Arianiſm, 

that, by the length of his relation, he did not 
know where the jet of the queſtion lay between the 


controverſialiſts. For 1 have ever perceived, when 
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A ſubject is perfectly camprehended, that it may be 
clearly 
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clearly preſented in a few words: and that when 
the writer neglects to do this, he only covers his 
want of accurate knowledge, unintentionally perhaps, 
under A cloud of words. This preſumption was 
completely confirmed by the peruſal, which the 
reader, I think, will be ſhortly ſenſible of. 
Hoping, that I ſhall have ſome readers who are 
but little verſed in Eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, 1 mall 
briefly relate the origin of the Arian herely ; ; which 
Think the more neceſſary, as I do not recolle® to 
have met with a clear ſtatement of it in modern 
writers: not that I ſuppoſe they were ignorant of 
it themſelyes ; but they poſſibly thought, that what 
they ſaid was ſufficient to give an idea of it ſufficiently 
accurate. However, 4 acknowledge, that I was 
much pleaſed upon diſcovering its immediate origin; 
which contributed much to make me enter into the 
ſpirit of it: and, if well founded, will doubtleſs be 
| equally agreeable to the reader unverſed in theſe 
8 ſpeculations. 
Conſtantine the Great, Hay: embraced Chriſ- 5 
tianity about the beginning of the fourth century, 5 
not nw. immediately put a Hop to the perſecution 
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of his court and government. After defeating and 
next devolved towards endeavouring to unite, into 


Chriſtians. This was ſtill the more neceſfary in 


the capital of the eaſtern empire, and of Alexandria, 


Euſebius, biſhop of Nicomedia, giving an account of 


: bias thereupon wrote to Alexander to lere Arius, | 


-: reconciling Arius and Alexander, Euſebius had, more- 


6 69 1 
of the Chriſtians, where ver his power extended; but 


alſo procured to them the protection and countenance 
putting to death his rival Licinius, his atttention 
one fraternal band of union, the jarring ſects of 


conſequence of certain doctrines advanced, but a few 
years before, by Arius, an Alexandrian Preſbyter, 


which had embroiled the rival biſhops of Nicomedia, 


the metropolis of Egypt. Arius, after his cauſe 
had been examined in a council of near a hundred | 
biſhops, was depoſed by Alexander, biſhop of 


Alexandria, Upon which he wrote to his friend 


the tranſaction; and who, he probably knew, thought | 
as he himſelf did, concerning the God Word. Euſe- 
as not meriting depoſition ; and, at the ſame time, to 


other biſhops, to interfere wtih them good offices" in ; 


over, receiyed thoſe Preſbyters and Deacons who had 


\ 


been 
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been depoſed by Alexander at the ſame time with 


Arius, for holding the fame opinions with him which 


was perfectly irregular. Upon ſuch an inſult Alex- 


ander wrote an epiſtle, moſt probably a ſynodical one 


(for, in thoſe times, matters of in»portance were al- 


ways tranſafted in Synods ), to all the Catholic 


biſhops, informing them of the peculiar tenets of 


Arius, and imputing the ſame to Euſebius himſelf. 


Such a charge, though well founded, irritated the 


biſhop of Nicomedia; who, in like manner, wrote to 


the biſhops, individually, not to concur with Alex- 
ander in what he had done againſt Arius. 


Thoſe contradictory epiſttes, as was natural, from 


perſons of ſuch influence, gave riſe to parties, which 
produced diſorders and tumults in the cities, which 
gave the Emperor much uneaſineſs.” To put FE 
top to the evil, Conſtantine difpatched his favourite 


biſhop, Hoſius of Corduba, with letters addreſſed to | 


Alexander and Arius, blaming both—entreating both 


to be friends—and, for his ſake, not to create feuds 
and diviſions in the church about trifles comprehenſi- 


ble only to a few +, Conſtantine's letters, no more 


Marius Mercator, pref. p. 42% 1 Socr. 1, 1. c. 7. 


than 
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than the negotiations of Hoflius, n the in- 
tended effect. The Emperor, therefore, had recourſe 


to an oecumenical, or general council, to determine 


this controverſy, and other leſs important matters. 


The Catholics before the riſe of Arianiſm, were 
accuſtomed to the phraſeology of Trinity in Unity, or 


a Triad in the Monad. Alexander, however, by 


affirming the converſe of the propoſition, or that there 


was an Unity in the Trinity, or a Monad in the Triad, 
neceſſarily offended thoſe who thought, without 


avowing it, that the Son was a creature, of whom 


there appears to have been a good number among the 
Chriſtians of this age. Now the tenet of a Triad in the 


Monad might, in ſome manner or other,. as with 
the modern Socinians, be reconciled to their no- 


tions by the ancient Humaniſts ; but to affirm that 


there was a Monad in the Triad, conveyed the idea 
of equality and oneneſs in the Divine Perſons; and for 
: Humaniſts to affirm it, would be a direct denial of 
their religious tenets. From the manner in which 


Socrates mentions the origin of the controverſy, it 


: ſeems that Alexander was the firſt propounder of 
the converſe. of the Trinity i in Vaity, or the Unity in 


Trinity: 


L 6s ] 
Trinity: and it was, perhaps, intended by him, as 4 
Shibboleth, to diſcover concealed Humaniſts. This 


will account for the obſtinacy of the Arians (whom, 
as holding the Son to be a creature, I conſider at pro- 
ſent as Humaniſte) in refuſing to confeſs che conſub- 


ſtantiality of the Divine Subſiſtences, which upon any 
ollim principle is not readily accounted for* But 
Arians not only denied the converſe, ot the Unity in 


Trinity, but affirmed, chat the Word was made by 
God out of nothing, to be employed by him as an in- 
| ferument in making mankind : and that, if God had 
not this object in view, he would never have made 
him at all. Arius, moreover, held, that the Holy 
Spirit was made by the Ses out of nothing, to be an 
infirument in his hand for to make mankind: That 
| ſuch opinions, maintained by perſons of learning, 
ſhould cauſe much offence in the generality of Chriſ- 


tians, is not ſurprizing, ſeeing that it was in fact | 
bringing down, to the level of mankind, two Beings, 
which were held by thein to be, in all reſpo@s, equal 
| to the Father. Now, though Ariubz agreeably to 

Ws: principles, could not confeſs an Unity in Trinity | 


yet he might think differently of a Trinity in Unity, 
Part II. "© For, 
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For, if he believed that all things are in God, as the 
Apoſtle teaches, he would have no difficulty 1 in predi- 
cating it of two creatures, the Word and Holy . 
That che Jet of the Arian Hereſy conſiſted 
affirming one God, and in deviſing | ſubterfuges a 
which they would apparently predicate the ſame of the 
Son and Holy Spirit, manifeſtly appears from the 
Hiſtory of this Controverſy in Socrates, Sozomen, 
and Theodoret. 5 ; 

The council of Nice was aſſembled, A: D. 325. 
The number of biſhops was about 300. They are gene · 
rally reckoned by Catholic hiſtorians after the fourth 
century at 318, which en fo bappily with the 
1 nd perſons who accompanied Abraham when 
he reſcued Lot out of the hands of Chederlaomer, that 
It is generally imagined to have been an after - thought. 
Euſebius, as uſual, maintains not one uniform opinion: 
a ſometimes ſaying they were about 300, * other 
times 250. Some moderns think that Hoſius, biſhop | 
of Corduba, Was preſident: 2: others, Euſebius of 


Ceſarea: for my part, being, it ſeems, doomed to 
differ upon almoſt all theological ſubjects with the 
moderns, I am inclined to think, that the Emperor 

* himſelf 
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| kimfelf was the preſident or moderator; and that i in ; 
general councils, to the fourth incluſive, the modera- 
tor, or moderators, were-appointed by the emperors, 
and generally Ayman. But I will enter into no con- 
troverſy upon this head, having met with nothing 


concluſive on either ſide of the queſtion, For with 70 


divines it would be prepoſterous to argue from proba- 
| bility. Expreſs lagrizge cannot ſilence them. 

After ſome jarrings among individuals concerning 3 
trifling matters, as perſonal diſputes, &c. the Em- ' 
peror recommended mutual forgiveneſs, and propoſed 
to their conſideration the great object of the meeting ; 

Arius, and his opinions. After deliberating ſome 
time, they condemned both him and his opinions, 
Gubjoining theſe to a creed compoſed by them, the 
aſſenting to which was allowed to be the teff 
of the true Catholic faith. For | he who aſſented 
to it er animo, not only, condemned the Arian 
tenets, but even all the future heretical opinions 
which ſprung up till the time of Eutyches, as Pope 
Leo the Great obſerves, Pith much ſeeming ſatisfac- 
tion, in his letter concerning Eutyches and other 
hereties. I will therefore lay before the reader a fair 


2 tranſlation 


IT 0 
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' tranſlation of this celebrated creed, without paying 
find in the common prayer book: having, however, 


1 ſhall ſubjoin. 1 


7 40 of all things viſible and inviſible. And in one 


45 (overs) of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, 


« with the Father (chat is, of one Subſiſtence with | 
4 the Father), by whom all things in heaven and earth 
& were made, who for us men, and for our ſalvation, 
40 came down from heaven, and was dachi and 
made man. He ſuffered, and riſing again the third 
ce day aſcended into heaven, whence he will come to ö 
„ judge the living and the dead, And in the FINE 8 
« We | 


13 
any attention to the more elegant one which he may 


in my eye the tranſlation of Marius Mercator, which 


By NICENE CREED. 
We believe in God, the Father Almighty, maker 


& Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, the only begot- 


ce ten, born of the Father, that i is, of the Subbiſtence 


66 * true God of true God, born not made, Homoouſios 


e But thoſe, who fay, there was a time when he 4 
KL i nad Son] was not, and that before he was born, he. 


„ Was 
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' & was not, and that he was made out of nothing, (it uz 


CO or of any other Subſiſtence, or Subſtratum, or 
& that ſay that the Son of God is either eonvertible or 
60 changeable, the Catholic and Apoſtolic Church ana- 
c thematizes.“ Jes 7 

„ MARIUS MERCATOR VERSION, p. 5r. 
Credimus in unum Dominum Patrem omnipoten- 
tem, omnium viſibilium et invidiilion conditorem. 
Et in unum Dominum JESUM CHRISTUM filium 
| dei, natum de patre, unigenitum, hoc eſt, de ſub- 
ſtantia patris, Deum ex Deo, Lumen ex Lumine, 
Deum Verum, ex Deo vero, natum non factum, 
deu Patri, hoc eſt, unius cum Patri Subſtantiæ, 
per quem omnia facta ſunt in cœlo et in terra, qui 
propter nos homines, et propter noſtram Salutem de. 
ſcendit, et incarnatus eſt, et homo factus eft, paſſus 
eft, et reſurgems tertia die aſcendit in coelos, unde 
venturus judicare viyos et  mortuos, Et in Spiritum 
| ſanctum. 705 

Eos n qui dicunt: erat tempus quando non | 
erat, et antequam naſ ceretur non erat, et quia ex 
nullis extantibus factus eſt, aut ex alia Subſtantia vel 


eſſentia, dicentes eſſe aut convertibileas et commuta- 


"ay 


bilem 


bilem falium Dei; anathematirat Catholica et Apof- 
tolica eccleſia. Marius Mercator, p. 71. 

This Creed was aſſented to by all the biſhops, ex- 
cept five, who were of courſe depoſed, Euſebius of 
Nicomedia, and Theagnis, biſhop of Nicza, w were, 


moreover, baniſhed. Now, when It is conſidered how 


very few took the part of Arius in this aſſembly— £3 


when it is moreover conſidered, that, comparatively, 
few of the weſtern biſhops attended, who, if they had, 
would, moſt aſſuredly, as they always did, have agreed 
with the Pope's legates, and conſequently with the 
majority—and! that of nearly c one bundred biſhops, which 
compoſed the Egyptian Synod which condemned Arius, 
we find no mention of any who oppoſed his depoſi: 
tion—and. that of the five biſhops at the council of 
Nice, who would not conſent to it, there yere only | 
two Egyptians,—lt muſt ſurely be concluded, that 
yery few biſhops, taking in the whole Chriſtian world, 
were of his opivian.. Add to this, that the Ariang 
Never ones the Catholics with hereſy, J their ſole ob- 
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7 jet being to impreſs the vulgar with the notion, that 
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though they differed from the Catholics in language, 


15 * 557. 


yet, that they agreed with them in ſentiment, than 
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5 which 


„ » 
ay 


. = 

which nothing could be more untrue. Nor have I 
perceived, that the hiſtorians themſelves have in- 

finuated, that among the Catholic biſhops there were 
any concealed. Arians ; nor is it obſerved by the 
Arians themſelves, that any, through fear of the 
civil power, were deterred from declaring themſelves. 
We have no right, therefore, to argue from it as a 1 
principle, chat, had not Conſtantine declared in favour 
of the Catholics, Arianiſm might have been the 
dominant religion, as Dr. Prieſtley infiguates, vol. II. 
p. 61. As well as I am capable of judging from che 
relations of the antient hiſtorian, 3 cannot avoid 
thinking, that the utmoſt impartiality was preſerved, 
inaſmuch as regarded the Arians, in this council. 
Sozomen ſays, that there were ſaid to be in the be- 
ginning ſeventeen biſhops i in the allembly of the Arian 
ſentiment ; which ſhews, there was no neceflity 
for any improper interference of the: ciwdh power to | 
influence it againſt Arius and his opinions. Neither, 


while government ſupported. the Arian faction, which 


it did for forty years, does it appear, that the Arians 


could at all compare with the Catholics in regard-to 


numbers, 


5 ſhall only conſider one of their numerous-creeds, 


La 1 
numbers, though they were by no means deficient in 8 
men of abilities, reſolution, and induſtry. of | 
- The reader will alſo perceive, that the Athanaſian 
creed is not the only creed which anathematizes, or 
ſends to the devil, thoſe who entertain heretical 1 
notions. ; 
Having lad it down that the Arian hereſy conſiſted 
Go in denying the Homoouſios or the oneneſs of Subfiience, 
or Subſtratum, of the Father, oy and Holy Spirit ; 
under cover of which they held the Son, and Holy 
Spirit to be only creatures, without however openly. 
avowing. it, from which the unpopularity of the 


_ tenet could only deter them. To prove this point, 


fearing that I would exhauſt the patience of moſt 
of my readers by a farther conſideration. The one 
| T ſhall pitch upon is that of Antioch, A. D. 345, of 

which Doctor Prieſtley ſays, that “it is by no means 
eb Arian,” and differs in nothing from the Nicene, | 
except in its not containing the word conſubNantial 
This fingle omiſſion ſhould cauſe it to be ſuſpected; 
but, independently of this, the eloven foot ſufficiently 


appears. However, the reader will perceive from the 
Doctor's 


(3 1] 
Doctors expreſſions, that it is, perhaps, of all their 
ereeds the leaſt favourable to my purpoſe. 9 
| This creed will, beſides, afford a ſtrong inſtance of 
Arian prevarication, and Jeſuitical evaſion; their 
ſole object being to excite compaffion, as perſons 
cauſeleſsly oppreſſed for trifles. In order to effect this, 

and to impoſe upon plain people, the Arians make 
uſe of ſuch a phraſeology as admitted a twofold mean- | 
ing, or rather, a ſenſe the very oppoſite of that which 


the words ſeemed to imply. In it they ſay, © We believe | 


4 in God, &c. and in Jeſus Chriſt... born of the 
& Father before all ages (e). Age here means thoſe 
portions of infinite time predetermined by God for 
the wanifeſtation of his diſpenſations, one of which 
was, according to the Arians, the making the Son or d 
Word, and ſending him on earth for our ſalvation, 
and therefore this phraſe, though apparently equiya- 
” lent to Eternal, was far ſhort of it. Again, they ſay, 
64 But thoſe who ſay that the Son i is from nothing, 
6c or of another Subſiſtence, and not of: Ged, or that 
6 | there was a time, or period, when he was not, che 
e holy Catholic church acknowledges as aliens.” But 
this was not ſaying, that that afleuably, 3 in like manner, 

Parr II. en „„ 
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held them to be aliens. They proceed, © Thoſe alſo 


ce who ſay there are three Gods the church alſo ana- 


ee thematizes,” But in this anathema the ſynod does 
not ſay that it joins, but only mentions that aſſerting 
ſuch things is dangerous. However afterwards they 
ſpeak plain enough; for they ſay, Though - we 
cc confels three Things, and three Perſons, to wit, the 
ce Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, according to the 
40 Scriptures, we do not therefore make three Gods: 
For we know only one cell. perfect, unbegotten, 
cc without beginning, and invifible; the God and 
. Father of the only begotten, who only ſelf-exiſts, 
c and who abundantly beſtows exiſtence upon all 
« others.“ This was expreſsly declaring, as the 
Arians ſeparated too far aſunder the Divine Subſiſten- 
ces, ſee Part I. p. 140, that the begotten Word was 
not true God, which the Catholies maintained. Be- 
ſides, the Catholics held three ſelt- perfects, three with- 
out beginnings. Moreover as they (Ariang) ſay, 
that they held three things or Subſiſtences, without 
declaring them conſub/tantial, and as they called each 
of them God, it follows, that, to impoſe on the 
* they held raves Gods in wards : but were 
"uy 


INE 


they puſhed on this head, they would have ſaid, that 
they acknowledged the Son and Holy Ghoſt to be 
Gods, in the ſame ſenſe, in which Moſes is ſaid to be 
a God to Pharoah : wherefore they generally con- 
clude their creeds with a wiſh that no curious 
queſtions ſhould be propoſed, doubtleſs, that their 
prevarication might not be expoſed. Again, they ſay, 
« That the Son was not made as the other creatures 
( that were made by him,” This was admitting that 
| he was made : beſides, i was obyiouſly intended to 
| impoſe on the vulgar : for the phraſe ſeems to ſay, 
that he was not made at all ; but the fineſſe lay in, 
that He was made by the Father, not lite the other 
creatures which were made by the Son: ſo that under 
cover of the term as they {till preſerved their princi- 
ples, though in words ſeemingh recanting. 
Concerning the conſubſtantiality, they ay, 
c Though we hold that the Son 1 is, lives, and has a 
« perſonal ſubſiſtence of his own, in like manner as 
6 the Father, we do not therefore ſeparate Him from 
15 the Father; faneying, as between bodies, that there 
© is any ſpace, or interſtice between their conjunc- 
6 tion : for we believe that they are conjoined without 


| cc 3 
L 2 : interſtice, 
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0 interſlice, and ſubſiſt inſeparably ; the F ather 


entirely containing the Son in his boſom, the 
c Son, being entirely connected and joined to the 


64 Father, alone perpetually reſts in the boſon of 
e the Father,” This was hard ſtraining; and it is 


no wonder that plain people could not Kae 
| between ſuch a joining and the conſubſtantiality. | 


That the three things. mentioned in this creed 
yere three Subſiſtences, will appear evident from the 


creed drawn up and publiſhed by them three years 
before at Antioch; ; in which, after acknowledging 
the Father and Son, as in the creed juſt cited, they 


fay, and we believe, cc. in the Holy Spirit, who. was 
ce given to the faithful for a conſolation, ſanctifica 
cc tion, and an initiation; as our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 


6 ordered his diſciples, faying, Go and teach all 


46 nations, baptizing them i in the name of the Father, and 


6c of the Son, and of the Holy Siri; that is of the 


4 F ather being truly Father, of the Son being truly 


60 Son, and of the Holy Spirit being truly the Holy . 


IF Spirit; the appellations not being! names purely, but 
cc * accurately pointing out the peculipy Sub Fence, glory 
« and rank, of each of the e named: ſo as 

PT indeed 


„ 
& indeed to be thres in Subſiflence, and one in conſent.” 
Socr, I. ii, c. 10. Ib. e. 9 
It is truly W to think ho-w chr tha 


Arians approached to ſaying Eternal, the other 
principle upon which the Catholic accuſed them of 


hereſy. They ſay, & We believe in the only begot- 


ten Son of God, who before all periods (a and 
& befors all beginning (px), and befare all conceived 


e time, and before all conceived thought, was 


40 born, without paſſion, of God u Is it ſfur- 


prizing, that plain men were impoſed on by them? 


ſurely they would think ſuch expreſſions tantamount. 
io eternity. The reader will perceive born without 


« paſſion : ” by which they certainly meant, rhat He 
was not born of Ged at all, 


There is ſtill a farther inſtance of Arian prevarication 


: and fineſſe. Thoſe Arians, according to the Subſi FAence, 
Whoſe ſentiments approached neareft to that of the Ca- 


tholics, were accuſtomed, in their numerous councils, 


5 : to inſiſt upon the firſt creed publiſhed at Antioch to : 
be re-ſubſcrided, as containing the true faith; namely, of i 


the Son being like the Father according to the Subſence 3 


* Socr. L. II. c. xxxvii, 


yet 
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yet, when examined, no ſuch words will be found in 


| 


it. But, if they be not, there are others which 
infer it. For, in the firſt creed publiſhed by the 
Arians at Antioch, they ſay, We believe in the 
& Son, &c.“ who is © inconvertible and unchange- 
« able; who is the immutable image of the Subſiſt- 
« ence, and power, and will, and glory of the 
% Father.“ In theſe words the pure Homoeans, or 
the Homoeans according to the Scripture, who doubtlefs 
were men of uncommon ability, completely over- 
reached the Homoeans | according to the Subfrtence, 
For theſe. latter, as well as all Chriſtians, admitting 
: nothing to be unchangeable, except the Subſiſtence of 
the Father; when the terms inconvertible, un- | 
changeable, were inſerted in the creed, 'were con- 


tented: but the pure Homoeans, when they con- 


feſſed the Son to be inconvertible, and unchange- 


able, intended only, t that he was made ſ by the 


Father, not that he was of his own nature neceſſarily 


ſo, which the others believed. It appears alſo that 
the Emperor Conſtantius was in like manner over- 
1 reached by the Homoeans : : for, referring to the firſt 
council of Antioch, he ſays, „that it was there 


0 demonſtrated 
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&« demonſtrated that the Son was like the Father ac- 
&« cording to the Subſiſtence, yet we find no ſuch phraſe 
in the creed publiſhed there. Soz. iv. c. 14. | 


It is amuſing to think how. this fickle Emperor 
was led about by the pure Homocans, or rather the Ano- 
moeans : for the pure Homoeans, or Homoeans accord- 
ing to the Seriptures, were always concealed Ano- 
moeans, or Arians. Firſt, upon his acceſſion, he was 
an Homoouſian, or Conſub/antialiſt, Soz. iii. c. 18. 
In three years after, at the firſt council of Antioch, 
he became an Homoean according to the Subſiſtence. 
Ten years after, at the council of Syunium, he was a 
| pure Homoean, or an Homcean a ccording to the 
| Scriptures. Nine years afrbr; the pure Hotaonans, at 
the council of Conſtantinople; avowed themſelves to be, 
what in fact they always were, Anomoeans; and from. 
their depoſing Baſil, biſhop of Ancyra, the Emperor's 
adviſer, whon he was an Homoean according to the 
 Subſp ence, together with ſeveral of thoſe biſhops at= 
tached to the ſame faith, it may be well preſumed, 
that they, at this time, had made a proſelyte of the 

Emperor himſelf; which, conſidering that they had 
artful biſhops to contend with, and were, beſides, 


but 


and Theognis, biſhop of Nicza, who uſed the ſame | 
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but few in compariſon of their rivals, muſt be admitted 
to be proof of uncommon ability and management. 
With regard to good faith, the Arians were greatly 
deficient, When ſome of them, at the requiſition 
of the Emperor Conſtans, were ſent to him to Gaul, 
to communicate to him what had been done at the | 
frſt council of Antioch—inſtead of producing the 


creed publiſhed by the Arian biſhops there, . pro 


duced another *, 


_ tins, a leader among the 1 ſeparated "Ta, 
ſelf from them, becauſe they had admitted Arius 


to communion, who, he ſaid, had perjured himſelf 
in the confeſſion of faith, which he delivered to the 
Emperor Conſtantine. If this charge be well founded, 
the Preſbyter Euzoiug, Euſebius, biſhop of Nicomedia, | 


A 


words, and certainly thought with ae will fall 
under the ſame i imputation. 1 y 
When it is conſidered that Arius, and thoſe : biſhops 


ſaffered many hardſhips in conſequence of their 
opinions, which they might have eaſily avoided, were | 


"uy capable of downright lying and perjurys we may 
802. 1. chap. xvii. 48 0 


preſume 
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. preſume, without being overcharitable, that their 


words atrainet of ſome explanation or evedind, by 


v hich they might defend themſelves from either charge. 


1 fhall here put down their words which, I think, ad- 


mit of evaſion. Arrius and Euzoiut, after reciting the | 


common heads of the Nicene creed, omitting, how? 


ever, the term conſubſtantial, ſay, # unleſs we thus 


4% believe, and truly receive the Father, Son, and 


60 Holy Spirit, as the Catholie Church and Scriptures 


« teach, i in which [Seriptures] we entirely believe, may 
( God be our judge both now and hereafter, The 


evaſion lay, I apprehend, in as the Scriptares teach; - 


But when the biſhops (Evuſebius and Theognis) ſay, 
_ & that we would not ſubſcribe the anathema, not as if 
0 we found fault with the creed, but not believing 
«© him [Arius] to be fuch as he was repreſented in 
the accuſation, from the letters which he wrote to 
« us,? I cannot avoid acknowledging them to have 
been complete liars, both in what they ſay concerning 


the creed, and Arius; and which their future condus 
. evidently news. 


My reader, I truſt, is convinced that my charges 
"gainſt the Arians arg well founded, and that Pr. Prieſt- 


ley's 


L 82 IU 
ley's s entire ignorance, concerning their peculiar tenets 
is evinced, from what I have obſerved upon the creed 
of Antioch, which, he affirms, is by no means Arian.” 

- I ſhall now conſider the orthodoxy of Euſebius, the 
celebrated biſhop of Ceſarea, whom Dr. Prieſtley af 
firms to be orthodox. However in this aſſertion; F ; 
| apprehend, it will be found, that the Doctor is not a 
whit more lucky than in what he has affirmed of the 
creed publiſhed by the Arians at Antioch. But I ſhalt 
firſt obſerve, that concerning this Euſebius the learned 
moderns are divided, ſome thinking him to be ortho- 
dox, ſome. an Arian, others heſitate; which ſhews, 
that they have had no principle to direct them in form- 
ing their judgments; and, of courſe, that it is only 
mere gueſs - work among them; which is clearly. the 
truth, from not one of chem knowing what it was to 

be an Arian, However, 1 Mall ſhew him to be an 
Arian from the teſtimony | of the antients, from his 
| . words, and from his actions; and when theſe. all coin- 
cCide, it may be deemed a complete proof of his 
Arianiſm. 1 5 Mash 

His ſucceſſor, Acacius, bill: of Cefaren; the ele- 
brated Homocan Arian, acknowledged Euſebiùs to be 
* his 


W 1 


his maſter; an expreſſion equivalent to their hold. 
ing the ſame tenets.” His evidence muſt be allowed to be 
of great weight, indeed concluſive, as not having been 
controverted. I may beſides add, that he was at the 
head of the ſhrewdeſt ſect which ſprung up in the 
fourth century : beſides being an author, having com- 
poſed the life of his Maſter Euſebius, it was impoſſible 
| that he could err upon the queſtion, Euſebius alſo. 
appears, from his language, to have been an Arian, F or 
the exceptions which he makes to the Nicene creed 
are preciſely. the ſame _ which the Arians have ever 
made to it: namely, that of the Son being of the Subs AA. 
ence, of the Father, and Conſubfantial. For, had he 
acknowledged the Son to be of the Subſiſtence of the 


5 ather, it would neceſſarily follow that he was eternal, 
and of courſe not a creature. As to his ſaying, that 


of the Subſ, [ence of . the Father was explained only to 
mean, that the Son was of the F ather, but not as 2 
Part of the Father; this alſo was perfectly, Arian: : for 
the Arians held; that the Son was of 1 the Father, a all 
things, according to the Apoſtle, were of | the Father, 
and he, of conſequence, included i in all things. TD 


| Conlubltantial, he explains as bgnifying nothing 


bay NM 2 moro 


L 4 J 
word than that the Son of God had no likeneſs to the 
things made by him, but m all things was lite the 
Pathet of vhem he was both, This is perfetly Atian 
Ekle fays, he preferred dern to made, as being mads 
was common to ether animals, from whom their 
Mater, the Son, ſhould be diſtinguiſhed, Hence it is 
deut, that he denied the rrur birth of the Son from the 
Father. No Catholic &vet denied this. Concerning 
dhe Bal paragraph of the Nicene creed, he ſays, . 
te that he without difficulty received it, as being on 
It the condetanation of unferiptural terms, which 
tt was the ſaurce of all hertfies,” If the reader will 
Exathitie the final paragraph; he will find this aſſertion 
| tobe a downright falſehood, or rather a groſs equivoca- 
tion; it being clearly a cundemning, w with an ahas N 


3 thema, the tenets of Arius. 


Tr 18 fingutar, that this letter of Eofebius to the. 
Celareans, which Socrates has inſerted in his 
kiftoiy, exiſts not among Euſebius $ writings. In his 
life of Conſtantite he gives numbers of letters, my 
and many of them not half ſo important. 1 am 
inclined to think that he d Was aſhattied of it. 

7 Môfecbetfz 1 in this letter, x giving ati account of the 


creed 


19 1 
ereed preſented by himſelf to the council of Nice, 
he ſays, We believe each of them [the Father, Son, 


6 and Holy Spirit], to be a ſeparate Subſiſtence and 


& ' Perſon (vraphic), the. Father to be truly F ather, 
« the on truly Son, and the Holy Spirit truly the Holy 


» Spitit, as our Lord ſaid to his diſciples, go ye and 


re teach all nations in the name of the Father, &c. 


Language ſimilar, though I think rather more ſtronzly 
Arian than that held by the Arian F athers at the 


eouncils of Antioch, 341, and 345. 


of Athanaſius and Euſtathius of Antioch, the two 


chiefs of the Conſubſtantialiſts, and the perſecutor 


of Marcellus. | Marcellus, it is true, was not rightly 
orthodox, as unluckily he happened to etr by exceſs : 


and, for his uſefulneſs to Athanaſius, he was 


Erbated with gentleneſs and compaſſion by the Ca- | 
tholics. However, his error being che direct oppo- 
lite of that of the Arians, contributed not a little to 


excite the wrath of this prevaricating and learned 
Ariat biſhop againſt him, 


1 hall now conſider what Doctor | Prinfiley ” 


To ſaid 


Now as to his actions, which may be deemed the 
ſureſt teſt of a man's principles. He was the enemy 


E Wd 

ſaid concerning the council of Ariminum. After 
mentioning, not very accurately, a few of the articles 
of the creed preſented by the Arians, in order that 
it might be accepted and received by the aſſembly, 
the Doctor adds, „When this creed had been read, 
« a great majority, who were not diſpoſed to favour 
« the, Emperor, ſaid, they did not come thither 
40 fix a creed, becauſe none was wanted; but 
tc to repreſs any innoyations that might haye been 
« made in any article of faith; and therefore if 
et there was nothing new in the creed which was 
cc preſented, they might proceed to the condemnation 
& of the Arian doctrine, which had been the cauſe 
« of ſo much miſchief in the world. . On this the 
0 biſhops were divided, ſome receiving the new 
« creed, and Abe adhering to the Nicene.“ Vol. II, 
p. 166. | 
By this. repreſentation it appears, that he Catho- 
lics were divided \ in their ſentiments concerning the 
preſented reed. But the caſe is far otherwiſe. For 
when this creed was read, the, Weſtern: b 
lics obſerved (being always apprehenſive of being 
over-reached M. Greek ſubtlety), « We came pot 
„ birher 


1 7 


"w_ 


0 


- 


« but we came in order o repreſs any novelties 


<« ſhould they be propoſed ;; therefore; if what has 


« matize the Arian, hereſy, ii in like manner as the 


“ herelies as blaſphemous 8 thus making the ana- 


| thematizing of Arius the 765 of the ſoundneſs of the 


creed, to which, as in the Nicene ereed, the anathe- 


ma mould have been ſubjoined. It is alſo underſtood 
in this ſeuſe by Valeſius. This condition not being 
accepted by the Arian biſhops, they were for this 


reaſon depoſed by the Catholics in this very council. 


The Catholics, after having depoſed the Arian 


biſhops, wrote a very reſpectful letter to the Emperor 
Conſtantius, requeſting permiſſion to return to their 


ſeveral dioceſes to attend their duty : to which the 


Emperor, under the influence of Arian biſhops, gave 


1 negative. They again wrote a ſecond letter to 


; 


him, mentioning, beſides other matters, the inconve- 


niences which they muſt ſuffer, if they were obliged . 


to undertake their journey homeward in the incle- 


ment 


hither as wanting a creed, for we keep uncorrupted 


the faith which we received from the beginning: 


66 been recited contains no novelties, openly anathe- 
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ment winter ſeaſon, Having waited for an anſwet 


ſome time, but in vain, the biſhops broke up the 
council of themſelves, and returned home; upon 
g hearing which the Emperor ſosmsed much offended, 
(though it was probably the ſuare intended for them), 

and ordered the creed preſented at the council for its 
1 approbation by the Arians to be ſent to each biſhop, : 
who, upon refuſal to ſubſcribe it, ſhould be expelled, 
and another elected in his ſtead. Doctor Prieſtley, 
p. 167, ſays, * The greater part being intimidated 
6 complied, and thoſe, Who would not fubſeribe, 


4 were baniſhed, &c. v * and cites, Socr. II. c. xxxvii. 


— 


Socrates however makes mo mention of any who 
complied : from his narration, it ſeems none wid 
comply. : "a * 17 
What has been juſt laid before the reader certainly 
evinces the partiality of the Doctors relation; and 
tends alſo to ſupport a notion of the Doctor 85 which 
1 think he has taken up without ſuffcient, perhaps 


any, authority, of the extreme rime-ſervingneſs of 
the Catholic biſhops of the fourth century, indeed I 
might ſay of every century. 


I will ſubjoin a few miſcellaneous remarks. — 


What 


what Dactor Prieſtley has ſaid concerning the Arian 
hereſy itſelf. 

Vol. II. p. 294 The Doctor er 6 But as in this 
letter he [Alexander] ſays that their [Arius and 
aſſociates] doQrine was the ſame with that of Ebion, 


£c 


A, 


66 Artemas, Paul Samoſatenſis, and Lucian of Antioch, | 


a : 


C 


in which he was certainly miſtaken, it is the more 


e probable, that there might be ſome miſrepreſenta- 
© tion in the firſt account of the opinions of Arius : 
« when Alexander ſaid that the doctrine of Arius was 
© the fame with that of Ebion, Go. Alexander here 
only expreſſed himſelf. agreeably to the ancients, 
and by no means intended that Ebion held preciſely the 
fam doctrines with them, but only that they agreed 
in ſome one or more eſſential particulars, which was 
the caſe with Arius, Ebion, &c. : for they both held 
him to be a creature. Any perſon who has peruſed 
the Neſtorian Controverſy in the original authors, 

muſt be ſenfible of the juſtneſs of this obſervation. 
Theodoret, for inſtance, never omits taxing Cyril 

with holding the opinion of Arius, Eunomius, and 
Apolinaris. The Catholics, on the other hand, object 

to the Neſtorians the holding the ſentiments of Ebion, 
Par "no N 8 Paul 


90 J 
Paul Samoſatenſis, and Photinus, notwithſtanding 


the wide difference between Neſtorius and Ebion, 


and Arius and Cyril. But Cyril was thus calumni- 


ated, as confounding the divine and human Subſiſtences, 
like Arius, &c. And Neſtorius is juſtly coupled with 


| Ebion, &c. who held Jeſus to be a mere man, becauſe 


he denied the Union according io the Subfiſtence, 


P. 49, © According to Philoſtorgius,” the Doc- 


tor ſays, Alexander biſhop of Alexandria, and 
“ Hoſius of Corduba (who | is well known to have 
« been 1 in the good graces of the Emperor) meeting 5 
ce with ſome others at Nicomedia, ſettled among 


c“ themſelves, that in the enſuing council, Chriſt 


« ſhould be declared to be conſulflantial with the 


c Father, and that Arius ſhould bo baniſhed.” We 
have only an epitome of the Hiſtory of Philoſtorgius, | 
by Photius, patriarch of Conſtantinople, whom he 


2.4 calls the lying Philoſtorgius; ſo that, when unſupport- 


ed by other writers, little ſtreſs ſhould be laid upon 


n any teſtimony of his. What he ſays i in the preſent 
inſtance is utterly improbable. | Had the Doctor f 


examined the following chapter of Philoſtorgius, he 


| would have there found, that all the Arian biſhops 3 


except | 


#1 


except two prevaricated, Among the prevaricators 


he reckons Euſebius of Nicomedia, whom he calls the 
great !!! Philoſtorgius being an Arian, his teſtimony 


may in the preſent inſtance be admitted. This cir- 


cumſtance ſhould not have been unnoticed by an 


+} 


impartial hiſtorian. 


; P. 47. © By their the fathers aſſembled at Nice] 
cc aſſerting that he [Jeſus Chriſt] was begotten þ gore all 


« Worlds, there is no ſuch clauſe in the Nicene | 


creed. 


P. 48. „ God of God—Light of Light.” The 


phraſe God of God implied, according to the Catho- 
lies, conſubſtantiality, and not, as the Doctor ſuppoſes, 


that his divinity was derived from the Father; accord- 


ing to the Arians it implied a made b God-Lighe of 
Light, ib, 


P. 64. After mentioning the recall of Euſebius 


biſhop of Nicomedia, and Theognis of Nicza, the 


Doctor obſerves, that Euſebius, having great 


influence with the Emperor, had no doubt uſed 


% f 


his good offices in favour of Arius: in order [ 


preſume to obtain his recall from baniſhment. But 


if appears from the petition of theſe biſhops to the 


N 2 ; Emperor, 
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in the ereed publiſhed there. The term Ouſios on the 


E I 


Emperor, chat Arius had been recalled from baniſh- 


ment before themſelves. Socr. I. i. e. xxiv. 


P. 75, «So much was Conſtantine changed 


„ defore his death, that the Arians ſaid (and 


% though Sozomen fays it was a lie, Tcannot think it 


„ wholly improbable) that he intended to have called 


é another council, in order to introduce the term 


&« Homeeonſios of like ſubſtance, for Homoouſios of the 


«ſame ſubſtance into the creed, and that Conſtan- 
c tius, who thought as his father did at the time of 


& his death, in calling the council of Ariminum, 


4 did the very fame thing that he had recommended.” 


One ſhould hence infer that Conſtantine and his 
fon Conſtantius were Homoeonfians at the time of the 
former's death ; but'ſo far was this from being the 


caſe, that Sozomen, I. iii. c. xiv. aſſerts, that Con- 


ſtantius and his brother Conſtans, who is well known 


to have been akvays Catholic, adhered to their father's 
faith, namely, the Nicene. One ſhould alſo infer 


from it, that the term Homoeouſios was inſerted in the 


creed of Ariminum, but there is no fuch term 


contrary is condemned as unſcriptural, which is, at. 
the leaſt, one ba of the term Homoeouſios, and the 
25 vo Son 


-—_ 


TW -3 
Son was declared to be Homoeos, or like to the 
Father, [according to the Seriptures, that is as to will, 
but unlike to ihe Subſiſtence.] A doctrine widely 
different from the Homoeouſios. However, at this 


time the Hothocans dared not avow what i is between 


7 the brackets. 


| The Doctor, moreover, frequently inculcates in 
his writings, that, after a certain age, people ſeldom 
change their opinions: however, in the preſent 
inſtance he may be thought to be a little credulous 
himſelf, in believing, againſt expreſs teſtimony, that 
Conſtantine had changed his mind after he had 
; paſſed his grand climacteric. 


Ib. It is at leaſt highly probable, that whatever 
8 n might really think of the perſon of 
« Chriſt, he became.difſatisfied, as many others were 
© with the term conſubſtantial, both on account of its 
* being unſcriptural, and of its implying not only an 
« original, but a continued unity , ſuch as the 
„ Sabellians had maintained. It is ſaid that when 
1 Euſebius of Nicomedia was firſt accuſed to him of 
« diſapproving this terms the biſhop ſhewed his gar= 
Query, Can their be a diſcontinued unity? 
© ment 


L 94 ] | 
ment, and with firmneſs replied, „If this garment 
% ſhould be torn in two pieces, could it be ſaid that 
« both the parts were of the ſame ſubflance. The 
ce Emperor made no reply, but ſeemed much diſturbed _ 
«at it, finding himſelf diſappointed i in his expectation 
0 of putting an end to the diſcuſſion of all queſtions 
te of this kind.“ The Doctor may think it highly proba- 
Bl: that Conſtantine became diſſatisfied with the term 
conſubſtantial: : but nothing but prejudice could induce 
ſuch an opinion againſt the expreſs and repeated teſti - 
mony of Sozomen. The term conſubſiantial, the 
Doctor ſays, implies continued unity: the reader, 
1 truſt, is ſatisfied, that according to the Catholics, 
whoſe opinion the Doctor is giving, that it did not 
imply / much. 

It is alſo very ſingular that the ingenious Doctor 
did not hit upon the true meaning of the term Homo- 
ouſios from his mentioning the circumſtance of 
Euſebius tearing his garment, and aſking could both 7 
| the parts be afterwards ſaid to be of the ſame ſubſtance? ” 
Why not ? let the Doctors caſſock be torn in two 
pieces, and let him aſk any one, whether each 
piece be not of the ſame ſubſtance, and I will venture 


to 


1 


to ſay, he will meet with no one to deny it. But 
inſtead of the ſame ſubſtance, let its true expoſition 


be put down, and then the force of Euſebius's query 
will be ſtriking: for then it will be, Are Both the 


the parts one Sub/ence or Subſtratum? Which to affirm 


would be prepoſterous. 


Ib. This was before the baniſhment of Euſebius, 


& and is ſaid to have been the immediate cauſe of it. 


cc But as, when he recalled. him, he admitted of his 


66 explanation of theterm confubltzutial; conti iſtent with 


ec his own ideas, and Euſebius had his confidence after- 


cards, and till the time of his death, while all 


ce the Conſubſtantialifts were entirely out of favour, it is 
* almoſt certain, that, for ſome reaſon or other, he 


* wiſhed to have that word omitted in the creed, and 


60 that he would probably have changed that term Ho- 
* moouſios of the ſame ſubſtance for Homoeouſios of lite 


& ſubſtance, as leſs exceptionable, beinga term that the 
6c Conſubſtantialiſts chemſelves could not well object 
44 to, ſince what is of the fame ſubſtance with another, 
cc muſt of courſe be like it. The great object of Con- 
cc ſtantine from the firſt was merely to preſerve the 


&« unity of the church, and he probably n never had much 


ue) 
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ec zeal for the queſtion itſelf,” For this paragraphthere 
is no authority cited: and indeed, I may ſay, that it 
is utterly void of probability, Euſebius, by conſenting 
to the faith, which was always attended with ſub» - 
 feription, _ deceived Conſtantine, and was of courſe 
a baſe prevaricator. That he did conſent to the. 
5 Nicens Faith, is clear from his letter to the biſhops, 
Scr. I. i, c. xiv. That Conſtantine received Euſe- 5 
bius becauſe he admitted of his explanation of the term 


| conſubſtantial, I doubt not, is ſaid without autho- 


: rity; at leaſt none is cited. Euſebius s acted 5 


as Arius and Euzoius did, when recalled from baniſh» 
ment. The Emperor, when they came into his 
preſence, aſked them if they would /ub/cribe to the, 
Faith: they immediately aſſenting, the Emperor orders 

ed them to give the faith in writing, Sacr, I. i. e. XXV. 
From the inſtances already adduced of Arian fineſſe, 
and prevarication, the reader will conceive how 
eaſily the Emperor wight have been deceived by artful 
vines 3. wha, beſides, was the more Lakle. to it 
fram his anxiety to eftabliſh union, and his little 
proficiency i in the Greek language. It was, perhaps, 
on acequnt of this . which paſſed between 


Conſtantine 5 


19 1 


Conſtantine and Arius, that Ætius charged the 
latter with perjury: for, in the converſation which 


Conſtantine had with the anonymous Preſbyter, who 


was the main inftrument of Arius's being recalled, he 


fays, If Arius ſubſcribes the decrees of the ſynod, 
« and thinks the ſame things with it, 1 will willingly 
66 admit him into my preſence, and ſend him back 


« with honour to Alexandria.” Having been juſt 


before aſſured of this by the Preſbyter, he writes 


to Arius to return from baniſhment*, It is not 


furprizing then, that fince the Emperor was ſo 


intent upon eſtabliſhing union, that he ſhould be 


angry with the Catholics for not communicating 
with the Arians, who were ſeemingly ſo ready to facri- 


fice their opinions to him: I ſay ſeemingly,” for 
they never ex animo acknowledged the Homoouſios, 


What farther contributed to embarraſs the Emperor 
was, chat the F athers, on both ſides, ſcrupled to 


define the term Homoouſios: ſo that Conſtantine 
was not well apprized of che wide difference between 
the term Homoouſios, and every other mode of 
phraſeology by which the Arians were attempting 
to ſatisfy the people. But that all 1he Con/ubflantiali/ts 


| 7 Socr. ib. | 
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98 J 5 
were entirely. out of favour is utterly improbable ; 
nay, contradicts what the Doctor has aſſerted | of 
Euſebius of. Ceſarea, for he will not ſay that this 
biſhop, who he affirms was orthodox, that is, a 
Conſubſtantialiſt, was entirely, or at all, out of the 
Emperor's graces. eee a | 
P. 78. The Audeans paying no regard to the 
“ deciſion of the council of Nice, which they thought 
„ to have been difated by ns Ons for the 
60 Emperor. And, 0 hh. 
. 87. 0 All that power could do, Conſtantine 
« completely effected. The public creed was ju/t 
ee what he choſe it to be.” Theſe aſſertions are unſub- 
ſtantiated by any authorities, which J hope will not 
de omitted in the next edition of the New Hiſtory. of | 
the Chriftian Church, ; YON 

P. .f Hs to Conſtantine there can be no 
0; doubt but that he was as ſincere a, Chr iſtian for e 
c the death of Criſpus, as he was after that event.“ 
But could he be a ſincere believer who had modified 
creeds agreeably to his whim? Criſpus was fut to 
death the year after the Nicene council. 


As to the cauſe of Conſtantine's converſion „ Iam 


An appearance of a croſs in the heavens. 


8 . ; xrather 
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rather inclined to impute the lie to the Arian Euſebius, 
than to the old ſoldier. Conſtantine, from his pro- 
feſhon, ſhould be ſuppoſed incapable of ſuch an impu- 
dent falſehood, His life, compoſed by Euſebius, in 
which the miragle is recorded, did not appear till 
after Euſebius's death, nor does it ſeem to have been 
much known for ſome years after. Vid. Gibbon. 

Concerning the Doctor's critique upon Mr. Gib- 
bon's imputing to Chriſtians, the doctrines of paſſroe 
obedience, and non-reſi ner to the powers that be, how» | 


ever ill. founded to judge from the Practice of Chrif. 
tin d certainly well-founded if our Judgement i is to 
be determined by the expreſs words of the apoſtle, 
or the writings of the early fathers *. And here 
I cannot help, remarking, from what I have 
been. able to obſerve from hiſtory, that Chriſ- 
tians, I mean the heads of them, or rather thoſe who 
put them in motion, of almoſt every denominations 
haye held one uniform language, namely, do gs you 
would be done by; but 1 in their actions are utterly re- 
 gardleſs of this divine maxim. 


P. n Conſtantius embracing what was then 


* See Juſtin Martyr, p. 398. ed. Thritby; Tertullian de r ch. * 
and Oxigen ad. Celſ. p. 79. 


„ & called 
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dé called the Arian doctrine, ſuch Arianiſm was in 
cc his reign the orthodoxy of the Eaſt, and the 
tc majority of the biſhops were too ready then, as 
% they have been ever ſince, to change with the 
& court.“ This time · ſervingneſs is very true with 
regard to the Arian biſhops of that time: but till I ſee 
ſome proof, 1 beg leave to exclude from this cenſure. 
the Catholic biſhops. With reſpect to what has 
happened ever fince, being little converſant i in modern 
Recleſfiaftical hiſtory, 1 ſhall leave it with 7 lords | 
| the biſhops. . 


P. 123. © Socrates fays, that the eccleſiaſtical 
ec canons forbade any thing to be done in the church 
ce without the conſent of che biſhop of Rome. How- 
4. ever, ſays the Doctor, he could only mean, that 
« it had not been reckoned decent to determine any 
« thing of conſequence without the concurrence of 
1 the biſhop of Rome, any more than without the 
4 concurrence of the biſhop of Antioch, of Conſtan- 
1 tinople, or of Alexandria. For there was no 
& decree of any council in favour of the biſhop of 
46 Rome i in particular,” The biſhop of Rome claimed 


this prerogative from cuſtom, and as the ſucceſſor of 


Peter 2 


l 

Peter, the chief of the apoſtles, The biſhops of 
Antioch, &c. never claimed ſuch a privilege at all, 
The Doctor in various paſſages ſhews himſelf partial 


againſt the biſhops of Rome. See p. 163, where he 


mentions Liberius having ſubſeribed to the creed of 
Ariminum (that is, of having prevaricated), of which 


neither Socrates nor Sozomen, nor Theodoret have 


made any mention, Farther, Sozomen, 1. iii. c. 10. 


agrees with Socrates : concerning the neceſſary aſſent 


of the biſhop of Rome: ſo here we have the inference 
of a modern againſt the expreſs teſtimony of too of 
the ancients; and which an attentive peruſal of their 
hiſtories will ſhew to be unfounded. But where is ſuch 
a prerogative contended for in favour of the biſhops of 
Conſtantinople, Antioch, &c.? No where. The fact is, 
that theſe biſhops in their functions were confined to 


their peculiar patriarchates ; as the metropolitanswere, 


when autocephali, or independent, to their provinces 


in relation to eccleſiaſtical matters: and, when they | 


exceeded its limits, they ſubjected themſelves to depo- 
ſition; as was the caſe of the celebrated Chry ſoſtom, 
for depoſing biſhops in the province of Aſia, which 
depended on the ſee of Epheſus. Moreover, notwith- 


„Vid. Soz. I. iii. c. 23. 


ſtanding 
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ſtanding Cyril, biſhop of Alexandria the ſecond ſee 
after that of Rome, did not want information con- 
cerning the heretical tenets maintained by Neſtorius, 
yet, till he was appointed the pope's vicar in that 

| buſineſs, he could do no more than warn Neſtorius of 
the conſequences : 3 but, upon this appointment, he 
| threatened to depoſe him, unleſs within a limited 
time, agreeably to what had been determined at Rome, 
he recanted, Now, had no ſuch power been acknow- 
ledged by the Catholics to have been veſted in the 
ſee of Rome, how happened it, that none of the 
friends of Neſtorius objected to the pope's intermed- 
dling in the buſineſs, as being out of his province? 
Was Cyril a man to be made a tool of ? The fact is, 
that had not Theodoſius aſſented to the requeſt of Neo- 
rius, (not to the perſuaſion of Cyril, as Doctor Prieſt- 
ley ſays, p. 506), in aſſembling a general council, 
Neftorius would have been depoſed, in conſequence 
of the ſentence pronounced againſt him at Rome. The 
reader is not to ſuppoſe, that it depended upon the 
private will of the biſhop of Rome to depoſe any 
perſon, or not: this power he could only exerciſe i in a 
ſynod of thoſe who were appointed his counſellors; 
but 


L 103 1 

but who I apprehend, are not ſpecifically deſcribed in 
| hiſtory: neither could patriarchs;-inor metropolitans, 
nor biſhops proceed, except in their ſynods, upon 
| eccleſiaſtical matters. But the biſhop of Rome, in his 
ſynod, was univerſal overſeer (which is the meaning of 
the term biſhop) of all eccleſiaſtical perſons and con- 
cerns, at leaſt after the middle of the fourth century. 
8 pelagius, who will not be ſuppoſed to be partial to 
the claims of the biſhop of Rome, ſays, © This is our 
0 faith, moſt holy pope, in which if perchance there 
ce be any thing unwiſely or incautiouſly advanced, we 
6c deſire to be corrected by you, who poſſeſs the faith 
te and ſee of Peter.” Hæc eſt Rides: Papa e in 
qua ſi minus perite, aut minus caute aliquot torte po- 
fitum eſt, emendari cupimus a te qui Petri et fidem, et 
ſedem tenis. Marius Mercator, Part Firſt, Po 14. c. 1. 
This evidence muſt be deemed to be concluſive upon 
this point, 1 8 
P. 137. © Sozomen, however, ſays that they 
the fathers at Serdica] only made no mention of "EY 
6 it ſconſubſtantial], but anathematized thoſe who 
6e faid there were three Gods ; that Chriſt was God, 
< or the ſame with the Father, Son, or Spirit.“ 


This 


[ 104 ] 


This laſt clauſe ſhould be rendered thus: or that the 


Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were the me thing; 


alluding to thee Sabellians, 
P. 149. The Doctor mentions * two cteeds 


being drawn up at Syrmium: there were three. The 
Doctor ſays, © that in the Gteek ereed, Chriſt is called | 
« God of God, Light of Light, and that it anathema- 
A tized thoſe who taught that the Son was made out of 
cc nothing, or of zny other ſubſtance than that of the 
1 Father; or who fay that there ever was a time in which 
« he did not exiſt,” Geyer” is here redundant, and is, 
. beſides, a very important term: no Arian would ſay i it: 
moreover the wy does not anathematize | fuch 
perſons; it only fays that the holyand Catholic church 
atiaghematized ſuch. 
P. 156. „ Becauſe he [tins] diſputed with ſub⸗ 
_ tlety concerning the nature of God, his enemies 
"i reproached him. with the name of Athei ft,” He 
more probably acquired this appellation from denying 
the divinity of the Son. Soer. I. ti. c. 35. 
That Artus was an Anomoean, contrary to what 
Doctor Prieftfey ſuppoſes, p. 155 and 187, is evident 
front Socrates, ib. and Sozomen, 1 iv. c. 12. The 


Doctor mentions 5. 191, that Ætius was made a 
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biſhop. I would be _ to know FIG what qutho- 
rity. 

1 50. The Doctor makes Conſtantius proceed 
in a ſtrain of furious invective againſt the diſciples of 
: tius, and immediately after adds, cc Thus we ſon 
« Conſtantius taking as decided a part in favour of 
« the Hemoeoufians (for ſo the diſciples of Stius were 
6 called)?” Is not this evidently contradictory ? 
Moreover, the diſciples of Etius were never called. 
Homoeouſſuns: they were named Anomoeans. © 

I chall only add a few more rematks. To notice all 


would be endleſs; there being, I really believe, in his 


work more errors than pages, at leaſt where the 
hereſies are the ſubject. But the Doctor is peculiatly 5 
inaccurate in giving the Arian creeds; the terms 
Homocos— Homoeos tat oufran—H, omozouſios, and Ho- 
moon ſios, being expounded by him, ſometimes in one 
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manner, and ſometimes in another. But indepen- 
dently of this, which may be deemed a trivial error, 
ſeeing that with other moderns he might ſuppoſe 

they were terms without having any peculiar ideas 


annexed to them, they are frequently expounded 


P TE et 


erroneouſly, of which I ſhall adduce a few inſtances, 


| PART II. th P | P, 174. 


Bed 74. line vi. and p. 184. line xii. apo; is ex- 
pounded by like ſubſtance. Subſtance in this place is 
redundant. | 
P. 309. oh raſſe Yer 18 rendered P ler, in- 
ſtead. of ſimilar. aner to. the Scriptures. Socr. 
p- 183K. ut 215g ien it 4 fgtel 
P. 309. hae, is e * likes inſtead of | 
7 like, fubſtance,, or rather like Sub ſiſtence. The reader 
will alſo perceive in theſe inſtances that ci is ren- 
dered ſometimes by like, ſometimes by fin ſmilar. 
„P. 169. Macedonius the. Arian... The Doctor 
thinks the cruelties imputed to him by the ancient 
hiſtorians improbable. However they are uncontra- 
dicted by the ancients. , , ; | 
The Doctor ſays, that Arius zar epd a 
new reſpecting the perſon, of. Chriſt, except that 
the Logos in him was a creature, and the neceſſary 
conſequences! of 8 is. evident from nothing 
more being objected ., to him by the fathers of the 
Nicene council; nor even. by Alexander in his letter 
to the biſhops, in, which the Doctor thinks that the 
tenets of Arius are much exaggerated. But bad N 


Arius a 


E 0 ] 


Arius denied the animus, as it is acknowledged he 


did; and had the animus, or anima ratianalis, conſti- 


tuted a part of the orthodox faith at this time, 


is it to be conceived, that Alexander would have 
omitted, in his ſuppoſed exaggerated account, ſuch a 
material defect in Arius's creed ? Ts it to be ima- 


gined that the Nicene fathers would have omitted ſo 


material an article? Add to this, that when this 


notion was advanced by Apolingrs, and ; the; e 


> Lk 


Polemio the hand 190 the. Spoon oo 8 exclaimed 
againſt. by. the Catholics; 1 aſk, how happened it 


that Arius, inlike manner, denying the animus, was not 


alſo immediately exclaimed againſt? This argument 


is ſtill farther ſtrengthened, as Arius would then have 


been the firſt who advanced the notion, and which, 
of courſe, ſhould from its novelty have N 


more lyely impreſſion. Beſides, how came it not 8 


to be objected to Arius, as it was to Apolinaris, 


v4 1983 


that according to his ſcheme, the body and anima 


29 2 317 


only would be redeecthed by the Word, the precious 1 


ſoul being left in hell; for the fathers held, that that 
A P 2 part 
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part only of the man, or I,. Sheep, as they termed it, 


would be ſaved which was carried by the Word v. 
Nom the ſilence of the Catholies upon this artiele 


mews, that Arius agreed with themſelves concerning 


ay ban of the 15 — which was carried vy the 


The reader, FOR is not to infer from this, 


that the Catholics, in conſequence of their defect upon 


this article of the true faith, introduced expreſsly any 
new dogma into their creed: they were too wiſe and 
politic not to know, what effects would be produced 


in the minds of men by a changing or altering of 
creeds. What they did, was to determine, that their 
anima was rationalis, which was done at a ſynod held 
| & Rome; A. D. 370, feouting the notion of any 


other anima as a fiction. as 
The Catholic faith may therefore be com pared 1 to 


A tree, which never ſhoots forth except when necef- 


try. In its principle, it was, and ſhould be, capable 
of perpetual developement, But this was never 


* * — 


0 Maxis Mercator, Part I; 5. 183· rats 2448; 
„„ e 
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eee without urgent neceflity . Thus con- 
ſubſtantial was a developement of the Catholic faith, 
neceſſary to Siſcover and expoſe, in order toexpel; thoſe 
who affirmed, the Word to be a ereatute and not eter- 
nal, from, the ſociety of the faithful. In like man- 


ner the Holy Spirit was not declared to be Gad before 


the firſt council, of Conſtantinople 38 13 and then 


becauſe the Macedonians had denied his divinity,, and 
in proof thereof. had aſſerted, that he was not de- 
clared to be God in the Nicene creed, At the coun- 


cil of Epheſus the Union according io the Hypoſtaſis was 
tacitly acknowledged, by condemning the doctrine 


of Neſtorius. At the council of Chalcedon it was 


determined, that chere were !wo natures, or Subſiſtences, 


in Chriſt, thereby condemning the Eutychian doctrine: 6. 
and one Perſon, in. oppoſition to what Neſtorius had 


advanced. It was afterwards determined, that Chriſt 


had two Wills i in one Perſon. or Subſiſtence,, to con- 


5 demn the Monothelites, or thoſe who only held one 
Will in Chrif 
Having detained the reader ſo long upon what 


* Vincentius Luigenks Comma. 


Doctor. 
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Doctor Prieſtley has faid concerning the Arian hereſy, 
I ſhall confine myſelf to a few obſervations upon 
what Mr. Gibbon has advanced, in the twenty-firſt 
chapter of his' hiſtory, on the ſame ſubject. Indeed, 
it will be unneceſſary to dwell long upon this author, 
hen 1 ſhall ſhew, that he is unacquainted, like the 5 
generality of the moderns, with the true import of 
the term Homoouſios. F or it with thence follow, 
that what he ſays of the Ariane, inaſmuch as re- 
gards the difference of their tenets, from thoſe of the 
Catholics, can only be right by accident. Sir 
Mr. Gibbon ſays, - note 58. « That andert s 
et means of one Subſtance in kind, hath been ſhewn 
ce by Petavius, Curcellzus, Cudworth, Le Clerc, &c. 
e and to prove it would be actum agere. 1 ſhall 


take the liberty, however, to affirm, that all theſe | 


Jearned writers were ignorant of its true meaning. 
Fe or, if what they ſaid were true, the Catholics, or 
Homoouſians, could not have objefted to the term 
Homoeouſios, nor the Arians to the term Homoou- 
ſios. Beſides, were what they ſay its true meaning, 
they would be capable of explaining the Arian hereſy. 


Moreover, were what theſe learned writers affirm the 


tat 


/ 


| E 


fact, the antients would then have been at wars about 


an inſignificant letter for centuries, which is tanta- 


mount to affirming an ect without a cauſe, than 


which nothing can be more unphilolophical, | or ab- 


ſurd. But agreeably to the meaning which I have 


aſſigned to it, there i is a cauſe Proportionate 70 the effect | 


produced ; namely, that the oppugners of this term 


_ muſt neceſſarily have affirmed three Gods, which was 


introducing Heatheniſm ; or the making to deſcend, 


from their uſurped thrones, two of the Eternals, the | 


Son and Holy Spirit. 


Note 149. I cannot,” ſays Mr. Gibbon, forbear 


Fo reminding my reader, that the difference between 


* Homoouſios and Homoiouſios is almoſt inviſible to | 


6 the niceſt theological eye“ This then muſt be 
owing to ignorance. The latter implied three eternal 


i iftinf? beings : the former three eternal beings, neither 


united, nor ſeparated. 


Page 249. Mr. Gibbon charges the Catholics with 
holding a Three diftintt and infinite minds or ſub- 


_ «© ſtageg, or Tritheiſm. 


concerning the term Homoouſios, . I am ſure he will 


- 


In this he has not done 
them juſtice : which muſt be imputed to his ignora nes a 


excuſe 
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excuſe my term, ſeeing that he has ſo many eminent 
theologians to keep him i in countenance. 
Page 257. © The ſect which aſſerted the doctrine 


ce of a ſimilar ſubſtance was the moſt numerous, at leaſt, 
in the provinces of Aſia; and when the leaders of 
_ bothparties were aſſembled in the council of Seleucia, 
« their opinion would have prevailed by a majority of 

<« 105 to 43 biſhops, The Greek word which was 

4 choſen to expreſs this my ſerious reſemblance, bears 


« ſo cloſe an affinity to the orthodox ſymbol, that the 


* profane of every age have derided the furious conteſts 
2 « which the difference of a ſingle diphthong excited 


cc  betwixt the Homoouſians, and the Homoiouſians. 


«As it fr equently bappens, that the ſounds and cha- 
*. acters which approach neareſt to each other, acci- 


« dentally repreſent the moſt oppolite ideas, the ob- 


6c ſervations would itſelf be ridiculous, if it were poſ- 


« ſible to make any real and ſenſible di Ninction between 


« the doctrines of the Semiarians, as they were impro- 


5 « perly ſtyled, and that of the Catholics themſelves,” FEA 
The Profane, before they exerciſe their wit, thould 


take care to be well informed, otherwiſe it may be 


y retorted, The diſtinction between the Semiarians 


and 


[ 1131 
and Catholics is very dbicin.s the former held thr?e 
Gods, the latter oe only. Similar Sub/tance in the 
above cited paſſage ſhould be fimilar according to the 
Subſiftence okaoton vel avardy, Mr. Gibbon uſtly obſerves, 
that the Homoiouſians were improperly 1 Semi- 
Arians. For the Arians held only: one true Gody' and 
that the Son and Holy Spirit were two Creatures; 
whereas the former beld three. true God. in words, 
though perhaps not in fact. It is farther to be re- 
marked that, in the above paſſage, Mr. Gibbon | con- 
founds the. Arians aceorlling. 10 the Subſt Hence with 
the Hommonſians, or Macedonians, alias the Semi- 
Arians. 
P. 248. ** A FEI majority of the biſhops of Aſia 
ce appeared to ſupport or favour his [Arius] cauſes 
e and their meaſures were conducted by Euſebius of 
*Ceſarea, the moſt learned of the Chriſtian prelates; £] 
CC. And again, 
| Page 2 50, Mr. Gibbon ſays, fe: If the biſhops of 
E the council of Nice had been permitted to follow the 
« unbiaſſed dictates of their conſcience, Arius and his 
c aſſociates could ſcarcely have flattered themſelves 
« with the hopes of obraining a majority of votes 
PART II, 8 «in 


n 


| e 
& in favour of an hypotheſis ſo directly adverſe to the 


« two moſt Popular opinions of the popular world.” 


Why not? if a large majority of the Aſiatic biſhops 
befriended him, who ought to have attended i in greater 


numbers than the Weſtern or other biſhops, Nice 


65 being ſituated i in their province. Beſides, how much 


more ſhould their expectations have been raiſed, when 


the Catholics, according to Mr. Gibbon [Vol. II. 
th p. 252],' were divided into the two parties of the 
Tritheiſts and Sabellians? Theſe paſſages ſtrike me 
as inconſiſtent. - Beſides, I am-inclined to think that 


| Mr. Gibbon had no authority, or ft leaſt of | any 


iS weight, for ſaying, that a large majority of the biſhops 


of Aſia favoured Arius. Sozomen ſays that there 


h were only ſeventeen bifhovs in all who favoured him. 


As for a Sabellian party in the council of Nice, I will 


venture to affirm. that it is totally deſtitute of any 


authority among the ancients. For though Marceltus 
was in fact a Sabellian, yet we do not know poſitively 
that he adopted, or rather fell into this error before 
the council of Nice. Beſides, as holding three per- 


ſons (#povze), he would have denied his being a 


Sabellian, for the Sabellians only held one. 


The 


1 


The Neſtorian Hereſy. 
SHALL now proceed to conſider what Mr. Gib- 
bon has advanced concerning the Neſtorian. 
hereſy, It will contribute much, I apprehend, to 
ſhorten what I mean to offer on this ſubjea, by men- 
tioning, in the firſt place, ſome hiſtorical facts, and 
their rab dates. For the proof of what I ſhall affirm, 
1 refer 1 my reader to the preface to the fecond part of. 
Marius Mercator, and the Auctarium of Theodoret, 
| efition by Johannes Garnerius. | 
Neſtorius, after a vacancy of three months, was 
appointed by Theodoſius the younger to fill the 
ſee of Conſtantinople. He was, at the time, a Preſby- 


ter of Antioch, much celebrated foe his eloquence | 


and learning. Upon the 10th of April, 428, he ES 


took poſſeſſion of his ſee. Anaſtaſius, a favourite 
Preſbyter, whom he brought with him from Antioch, 
held forth in a ſermon, in the preſence of Neſtorius, 
on the 22d of November following, that Mary Was 
not the mother of God. Neſtorius himſelf, on the 25th 
of December following, maintained the ſame doctrine ; | 
and not only continued to do ſo in other diſcourſes, 


Q 2 but 


[ x16 14 , 


but even tranſmitted them into Egypt among the 


\ 


Monks, in order to make proſelytes to his opinion. As 
an antidote to the poiſon, Cyril, biſhop. of Alexan- 
Aria in Egypt, wrote to the, ſame Monks, ſome of 
whom had been infected by che plauſibility of the ar- 
* guments of Neſtorius, This letter, when made known 
at Conſtantinople, whither it had boon probably ſent 
by Cyril, greatly ollended Neſtorius; poſſibly from 
his having treated him as an ignorant, or half. learned, 
perſon. Neſtorius order ed, one Photius to anſwer 
.Cyril's letter; and ſuborned ome fugitive Monks, 
who, for their irregularities, had fled from Egypt, to 


accuſe Cyril to the Emperor of miſmanagement i in the 


N ett 


church, and of acting the tyrant in the ſtate. Marius 


At 


Mercator „ who reſided at Conſtantinople, was pro- 


| bably, the perſon who ſent the diſcourſes of Neftorius 5 


to Celeſtine biſhop of Rome, who thereupon, called a 


. 


* From the Pope's immeliately holding a Synod upon the receipt of 
= three ſermons of Neſtorius, it is clear, that they were ſent tranſlated 
from the Greek into the Latin language: the Pope and Italian biſhops be- 
ing ignorant of the Greek tongue: and the Conſtantinopolitan Greeks were 
equally ſo of the Latin. That the tränſlator was Marius Mercator is highly 
probable, from his reſiding at the time at Conſtantinople - from his being 
equally converſant in both languages and from our knowing, that he ac- 
tually did tranſlate them. That he was alſo the perſon who tranſmitted 
them to the biſhop of Rome, and gave the firſt accurate account of the 


bulinels, is highly probable bow the very active part he took in it. 


, 


Synod 
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Synod to take them into conſideration. The biſhops 
preſent were greatly incenſed at the intelligence. 
However, without proceeding to extremities, Caleſ: 
tine wrote a Hnodical epifle to Cyril to make enquiries 
concerning the truth of the intelligence: for, upon 
the information of a ſingle layman, perhaps it might 
not have been deemed decent to ſuppoſe that ſo learned 
and fo F reſpectable a perſonage, as the biſhop of 
Conſtantinople, had advanced ſuch an heretical 

opinion. | 

2 Shortly after the biſhop of Rome's letter, Cyril 

wrote a ſhnadical epiſtle to Neſtorius about the begin- 
ning of Auguſt, 429, which was briefly anſwered by 
him about the beginning of September. Neſtorius 


5 wrote to Celeſtine about the ſame time concerning the 
Pelagians, and ſent to him three of his tracts. The 
object of his letter was to get the biſhop of Rome on 
| his ſide, The tracts were ſent by Celeſtine to Caſſian 
in Gaul, to be expounded and anſwered. In February, 


430, Cyril wrote another ſynodical epiſtle to Neſto- 


- —_ 


rius, containing an expoſition of the faith ; which 


was anſwered by Neſtorius in Lent. The tracts 


© 
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ſent back to Rome in about a year after by Caffian, 
accompanied with another work of his on the Incarna» 
tion, to confute Neſtorius. Celeſtine, thereupon, 
calls a Synod at Rome, in which the opinions of Neſ- 
torius were condemned. "Thoſe of Cyril, contained 
in his two letters to Neſtorius, of which he had ſent 
copies to the biſhop of Rome, were approved : Neſto- 
rius, unleſs he recanted after ten days notice, was to 
be depoſed: : and Cyril was appointed the Pope's 
vicar to ſee that all matters might be carried on in 
regular order: and he was, beſides, inſtructed to 
draw up a creed for Neſtorius to ſubſcribe, in caſe he 
ſhould be inclined to recant. 
There were many reaſons to induce Celeſtine to ap» 
point Cyril his vicar. Firſt, his ſee being next in 
rank to that of Rome, the appointing ſo conſiderable 
a biſhop might be eſteemed a compliment to the Em- 


2 eror himſelf, through whoſe partiality Neſtoriug had 


been appointed to fill the ſee of Conſtantinople, in 
; preference to ſome other candidates. He was, beſides, 

eſteemed - the moſt learned biſhop of the Chriſtian 
church. Having been ſeventeen years a biſhop, the 
purity of his faith had been tried. Each of theſe rea- 


ſons 
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ſons in itſelf would have been ſufficient to juſtify tlie 
appointment: but when united, as was the fact, rens 
dered it quite unimpeachable. But, independent- 
ly of all this, John biſhop of Antioch would have 
been a very improper perſon to be appointed the 
piſliop of Rome's vicar upon this occaſion. - For 
his friendſhip for Neſtorius might incline him to 
be partial, or even to conceal the truth, His having 
been educated under Theodore, the celebrated biſhop _ 
of Mopſueſtia, might juſtly have cauſed him to be 
ſuſpected of having imbibed the ſame heretical opi- 
nions from their common maſter. Beſides, he had 
been only two years biſhop of Antioch, and hitherto 
had not been diſtinguiſhed for his abilities and learn- 
1 BY „ 
When Cyril received the biſhop of Dales letter, 
appointing him his vicar, he called together a Synod 
of Egyptian biſhops at Alexandria, from whence he 
wrote his third ſynodical epiſtle to Neſtorius, inform- 
ing him, that unleſs he recanted | in ten days, after he 
had received notice—and acknowledged the confeſſion 
of faith, as ſet forth in his ſynodical epiſtle—and 
ſubſcribed the twelve capitula, commonly called 


 anathemas, 
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anathemas, ſubſdined to it, as a complete recantation 
of his heretical tenets, he would be depoſed. This 
Huadical epiſile was dated the 3d of November, 430, 
and was delivered to Neſtorius the 7th of December 
of the ſame year. 
When Celeſtine had diſpatched his letter from "ON 
in the beginning of Auguſt to Cyril, he fent by 
the ſame meſſenger letters to John biſhop of An- 
noch, Juvenalis biſhop of Jeruſalem, and to five 
| other principal biſhops, giving them notice of what 
was intendeck Cyril, in like manner, ſent by the 
perſon, who carried the biſhop of Rome's letters to 
John and Juvenalis, private letters to them alſo, in 
order to diſcover how they were diſpoſed. John, 
being the friend of Neſtorius, warned. him by letter of 
the impending ſtorm: and ſent him copies of Celeſtine's 
and Cyril's letters to himſelf; at the ſame 1 intreating 
hm to give ſatisfaction, by ſaying, Theotocos, or 
not her oc God—affuring him that it would be no de- 
5 gradation of his character, ſeeing that their common 
maſter, Theodore of Mopſueſtia, had not ſerupled to 
ack the ſame part —and, that if he did not give the 


required ſatisfaction, it was not difficult to foreſee: 


bow 


1 wr 3 


bow the buſineſs would terminate. The learned 


Theodoret being at this time at Antioch, and from | 
a peculiar phraſeology in this letter, never omitted 
by him when ſpeaking of Cyril, there can remain | 


little doubt but that he was the compoſer of its 
and that John only put his name to it. Theo- 


| Yoret, beſides, claimed it afterwards as his own, 80 


that we have here the teſtimony of two of the moſt | 


celebrated of the party of Neſtorius, in what manner 


the Catholic church would determine concerning the 


orthodoxy of his tenets. Nay, we have Neſtorius's 


own opinion to the ſame purport, in a letter from 


him to Celeſtius, the friend of Pelagius * How dif- 


ferently is this tranſaction repreſented by Mr. Gib= 


bon and Doctor Prieſtley. With them all is preci- 
\þitation, violence, and partiality, ſpringing from 


factious motives, and "ths envy. of Coil againſt | 


Neſtorius. 


Upon the receipt of joht's letter, Neſtorius aſſem- 


bled his tilt to conſult with them reſpecting the 


expediency of the meaſures which it would be proper 


* Marius Mercator, p. 84. 
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for him to purſue, The reſult of the meeting was, 


that, inſtead of adviſing him to ſubmit, agreeably 


to the opinion of his friend, John of Antioch, he 


ſhould petition the Emperor to aſſemble a general 


council to decide upon the buſineſs : in which his Con. 


ſtantinopolitan friends flattered themſclves that they | 
ſhould be able to convict Cyril of the Arian dere for 
5 confounding the divine and human ſubſiſtences, and 


thus turn the tables upon his. adverſary. From the 


Emperor's partiality to Neſtorius, he eaſily obtained 
the aſſembling of a general council. Beſides what con- 
cerned himſelf, Neſtorius accuſed Cyril of impiety 


and ſeditious e againſt the Emperor. This 


latter accufatioa accounts for the angry expreſſions 


contained in a private letter. from Theodoſius to 
Cyril which accompanied the official one. All this 
| had been brought about before the four biſhops, who 
had been diſpatched by Cyril after the Egyptian ſynod 


with the determination of the biſhop of Rome, and 


Cyribs third ſynodical epiftle containing the terms ; 


of ſubmiſſion, had arrived at Conſtantinople: 1 0 


letters for convening the general council being dated 


the 19th of November 430, whereas the deputed 


I FER mw 


1 


biſhops did not arrive at Conſtantinople till the 5th 


of December. Had Theodoſius known of the deter- 


mination of the biſhop of Rome, perhaps he might 
not have yielded to the petition of Neſtorius, who 


might reaſonably flatter himſelf with the iſſue of it, 


well knowing what money could effect with a court 


minion, who would probably be appointed moderator, 


or preſident of the aſſembly. 


In the official letter for convening the aſſembly, 


the patriarchs and metropolitans were commanded, 


that laying aſide all pretexts, to aſſemble at Epheſus 


on the 1th of June of the following year; and to bring 


with them thoſe biſhops, and others whom they 


would think neceſſary, Notwithſtanding, however, 


the peremptorineſs of the order, there were ſeveral 


biſhops abſent on the appointed day. Juvenalis of - 


| Jeruſalem arrived the 11th of June. John, with his 


> Antiochenians, proceeded more leiſurely, or rather in- 


tentionally delayed his arrival till aſſured of the 


depoſition of Neſtorius. He, benen had diſpatched 


before him two of his metropolitans, Alexander 


biſhop of Apamea and Alexander biſhop of Hierapolis, 
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who arrived at Epheſus the 18th of Jane. Upon | 


the biſhops, who had already aſſembled, complaining 
to them of the extraordinary delay of John, they, 


nat once, but oftener, told the Fathers, that they were | 


ordered by John to acquaint them, that ſhould he not 
arrive in four or five days, no longer to defer opening 
the ſynod, and doing what was needful, The biſhops 

| thereupon waited till the fifth day after, when, finding 


that there was no appearance of his arrival, and it 


being rumoured that he intentionally loitered upon, 


the road, in order not to be preſent in an aſſembly 


in which his friend muſt neceſſarily be condemned, 


they opened the ſynod, and, after going through 


the uſual forms, wnanimoully eondethined and * 
N eſtorius. 

. he Fathers, who ſuppoſed that John had | 
abſented himſelf from the ſynod to avoid the diſagree- 
able neceſſity of concurring with the other biſhops in 
the condemnation of his friend, were entirely mif= 


taken in their idea: for his object was, that the 
Fathers ſhould condemn Neftorivs, and that he, upon 


his arrival, in a factious councils ofhis Oriental biſhops, 
ſhould 


„ - 
ſhould condemn and depoſe, for hereſy, Cyril, and 
thus ſecure to himſelf the preſidency over the remain- 
Ing biſhops. 044 

Upon the depoſition of Noftorins, Count Irenæus, 
his particular friend, as alſo of Theodoret who was 
the life and ſoul of the Neſtorian faction, ſet off from 
Epheſus to meet John of Antioch, who arrived five days 
after the depoſition of Neſtorius. Immediately upon 
his arrival, without wiping the duſt off his ſhoes, he 
aſſembled a council of his Oriental biſhops i in the 1 inn, | 
in weh Cyril was condemned for teaching in his 
capitula the hereſies of Arius, Eunomius, and Apoli- 
naris; as alſo Memnon, biſhop of Epheſus, for his 
violent carriage: and he, moreover, excommunicated 
all the other Fathers, unleſs, by a fixed day, forſaking | 
the party of Cyril and Memnon, they ſhould join 
themſelves to his. By depoſing Memnon, he hoped 
to have had an opportunity of ordaining another 
biſhop in his ſtead, through whoſe means he might 
be able to have had the city of Epheſus at his devo- 
tion: but in this he was diſappointed, the doors of 
the cathedral being kept ſhut againſt him; neither 
could they be forced by the imperial troops, who 


attended 


[ 126 ] 
attended Candidian the Emperor's vicar. So highly 
irritated were the citizens of Epheſus on account of 
ſuch ſhameful proceedings. However, John, in his 
letter to Theodoſius giving an account of his con- 


duct, ſadly complains that the church was kept ſhut 


_ againſt him, whither be was geing to pray for the Em- 


| peror. But had he got poſſeſſion, there can be no 
doubt, but that he would have inſtantly ordained 
another biſhop i in the ſtead of Memnon, whom he 
had illegally and infoimally depoſed. What in- 
duced John to be in ſuch a hurry about this buſineſs, 55 
was, leſt, by the arrival of the pope's legates, who 
were daily expected, his factious deſigns would have 
been thwarted : therefore, he having arrived on a Sa- 
turday, there was no time to be loſt leſt they might 
arrive on the day following, when no buſineſs could 


be entered upon. 


The Emperor was kept i in the dark concerning 1 


this buſineſs by the deceitful accounts ſent to him by 
his viear, and by! Neſtorius: the true relation ſent by 
the ſynod not having, through the management of 
Candidian, come to his hands. Ar laſt, however, 
the ſynod contrived to forward a true account to their 


friend 


» 
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friends at Conſtantinople by means of a beggar, who 
_ conveyed the en papers in a reed. The Empe- 
Tor, who was a truly virtuous character, when duly 
apprized of the partiality and miſconduct of his 
vicar Candidian, immediately diſgraced him, and diſ- 
patched Count John to Epheſus to be vicar in his ſtead. 
The pope's legates arrived at Epheſus the roth of 5 
July. The day following, having examined the pro- 
| ceedings reſpecting the depoſition of Neſtorius, they 
approved of them, On the 16th they concurred with ; 
the other biſhops in acquitting Cyril and Memnon of 
the charges laid againſt them: as alſo, the day after, 
in depoſing John biſhop of Antioch, for his factions 
and irregular conduct. Upon this, John wrote to 
Theodoſius, expoſtulating upon the | regularity . 
the proceedings againſt him, and ſent Count Irenæus 
to Conſtantinople to negociate. The Emperor, at a 
loſs how to determine from the different relations of 
Irenæus and what the council had written upon the 
ſame ſupject, ordered ſeven biſhops of either party to 
5 go to Chalcedon, that he himſelf might hear both 
parties, and determine whether John of Antioch or 
Cyril was in the wrong: for, before the fourteen 


biſhops 


5 3 
biſhops, whom he had ordered to Chalcedon, had ats 
rived there, he had agreed with the council in the de- 
poſition of Neftorius, b jg 

After the biſhops had arrived at Chalcedon; he gave | 
audience five times to thoſe who ſupported John of 
Antioch : : Alber which, finding how little they had to 
ſay in ſupport of their party, he diigracefully ordered 
them to return to their churches ; not permitting 
them to be preſent, notwithſtanding their. repeated 


efforts to obtain it, at the ordination of the new biſhop; 
who was to be choſen in the ſtead of the depoſed Neſ- 
torius. As for Cyril, he returned to Egypt the zoth 
of October, acquitted by the Emperor of what was | 
laid to his chngs t whereas, John returned to Antioch 

excommunicated. 
Celeſtine, however, being intent upon reſtoring 


1 unity in the Catholic church, entreated Theodoſius 

to exert himſelf to the ſame end. After conſulting 

with the new biſhop of Conſtantinople, ſome other 

biſhops, and the clergy, the Emperor preſcribed 

the following terms to Cyril and John of Antioch ; 

namely, that John ſhould agree to the depoſition of 
Neſtorius, and anathematize his tenets; upon doing 

/ wich 


(i 1 
which he ſhould be reſtored to the communion of the 
Catholics; and that Cytil ſhould forget his wrongs. 


He beſides ordered, that if Cyril and John did not 


ſubmit to theſe terms, that they ſhould be brought 


to Nicomedia, and there remain, without ſeeing the 


Emperor, until they had agreed. After ſome manage- 


ment and artful conduct on the part of John and the 
Orientals, they choſe at laſt to ſubmit to the pre- 


ſcribed terms. 


Neſtorius, having permiſſion to retire wh itherſvever 


5 he pleaſed, made choice of the monaſtery of Euprepia 


near Antioch ; when, after a reſidence of about four 


year s, his quondam friend John of Antioch, for his 
turbulent conduct, inſtigated Theodoſius to baniſh 


him who, thereupon, | had him removed to the 


Oaſis, or iſlands in the ſandy ocean of the Libyan De- 
ſert; 3 where he met with new diſaſters, and probably 
died about 440. 


If the reader will compare this bn ſtatement of | 
fads with what Mr. Gibbon and Dr. Prieſtley have x 
written upon the ſame ſubject, he will be doubtleſs 


much ſurprized at the very different com plexion the 


relation bears in their writings. Had I entered into 
Pax II. 8 more 


timate. Theodore of Mopſueſtia made uſe of this ſimile. 
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0 } 
more particulars, the oppoſition would have appeared | 
ſtill more ſtriking. 1 | ſhall now proceed to a few re· 
marks upon ſome things advanced by theſe gentlemen; 


and thall give the precedence to the layman, who ap- 


pears to me to have paid more attention to this con- 
Lroverſy than the theologian. But there are ſo many 


errors and inaccuracies even in his relation, that to 


point out each might be deemed hypercritical, and 


would certainly exhauſt the patience of the reader. 


bf will therefore confine myſelf to a few. 


Vol. iv. p. 551, Note, Mr. Gibbon calls Neſtorius 


a monk of Antioch: he was however a preſbyter. In 


note 34, he ſeems to tax Cyril's veracity, which is 


5 more than any of his enemies, not even the lying 
Theodoret, has dared to do. 


p. 553. Mr. Gibbon ſays, chat Neſtorius drew his 
40 inadequate ſimilies from the con jugal partnerſhips of 
g life.” This I have not perceived in his ſermons, He 
certainly acknowledged the union to be much more in- 


Ib. In the ſchool of Alexandria, he [Cyril] 


„had imbibed and profeſſed the incarnation of 
64 the one nature.” The idea intended to be con- 


a veyed 


mm 1 
veyed by this paſſage I do not pretend to underſtand, 


In Cyril language it would mean the incarnation of 


one ſubſiſtence, namely, the Word. 
Ib. Aftep a ſhort correſpondence, in which the 
4. rival prelates diſguiſed their hatred in the hollow 


c language of reſpect, and charity.” The correſpond- 
ence on the part of Cyril was official, as was that of 


Neftorius alſo, except perhaps his firſt ſhort epiſtle. 
% Riyal :” that Cyril did not look upon Neftorius as 


bis rival! is clear from his letters—to Ne eſtorius—to 2 


common friend at Conſtantinople, whom he aſſures, 


that the preſervation of the faith was his fole object, 
and not any enmity to Neſtorius,—His leber l to 


his agents at Conſtantinople, which, on this head, 


may be deemed deciſive, hold forth the ſame language. 
Ib. From the Eaſt, more eſpecially from Antioch, 5 


cc he [Cyril] obtained the ambiguous councils of to- 
cc leration and filence, which were addreſſed to both 
4c parties, while they favoured the cauſe of Ne eftorius?” 


5 He received a letter to this effect from Acacius of Be- 


rœa. As yet he had not written to John of Antioch; 


but when he aid, John's letter to Neſtorius, which 


Was ſuppoſed to convey the ſentiments of the Eaft, fo 
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: 1 ge J 
far from favouring Neſtorius, recommended recantation; 
as their commotſ maſter Theodore had thought fit te 


do in the preſence of Neſtorius himſelf for the ſame 


identical offence. . 1 

Ib. The vanity of Celeſtine was flattered by the 
« appeal » and the ny verſion of a monk decided 
& the faith of the pope.” Before Celeſtine received 


the verſion of the monk [Caſſian] his faith was deter- 


mined, as appears from his letter cited by. Cyril. 


Whether the verſion was partial or not, I cannot af- 


firm, having never ſeen it J but, as Mr. Gibbon af- 
firms that it was, be it ſo, Why Celeſtine's yanity 
ſhould be flattered by the appeal (but there was in 
fact no appeal), I do not ſee. There are ſeveral in- 
ſtances of ſuch appeals during the Pelagian Hereſy, 
which had juſt preceded the Neſtorian. It had, doubt- 
leſs, been cuſtomary, for ſome time, for biſhops, even 
8. metropolitans, nay even patriarchs, to give intellj- 
gence to the pope, reſpeRting extraordinary occur- 


rences. Neſtorius himſelf did ſo during this contro- 


verſy, with reſpect to the Pelagians. Nay, the 
60 lordly® Cyril allo, who. preſided in the ſecond 
ſee, did the ſame with regard to Neſtorius. 


P. 554 


14803 
P. 554, Mr, Gibbon calls the pope's ſentence raſh 
and illegal. This is more than the contemporary 
writers, not even Theodoret the perfonal enemy of 
Cyril, haye ventured to aſſert. 

Ib. „ Theſe bold aſſertions [the twelve eapitula] 
&« are indelibly tinged with the colours of the Apoli- 
ce narian Hereſy: but the ſerious, and perhaps the 
ce « ſincere profeſſions of Neſtorius, have ſatisfied the ; 
ce wiſer and leſs partial theologians of the preſent 
ce times.” That the theologians of the preſent times 
: are either wiſer or leſs partial than thoſe of the fifth 
century may, 1 apprehend, be well doubted. They 
are ever veering in their opinions, and their tenets 


are ſelf repugnant : not ſo thoſe of the age to which 


I allude. The diſtinction between the Apolinarian 
ö Hereſy and Catholiciſm has been already pointed 
out, og 2 CEA 
Ib. Note 39. «© They [eapitula] have never been 
| 6e approved by the church,” Marius Mercator, in 
confuting the twelve capitula of Neſtorius which 
were compoſed by him in oppoſition to thoſe of Cyril, 
| ſays, We have firſt put down the capitula of Cyril, 


& which 


1 134 J 
& which the Romiſh church approved of; after which 
& thoſe of Neſtorius, both rendered from the Greek 
> im tho Latin base. Nine Ergen c 


| priora poſuimus, quæ Romana eccleſia approbavit 


vero judicio: et poſteriora Neſtorii, ex Græco in 


Latinum, utraque verſa. Neſtorii Blaſphemiarum ca- 


pitula Marius Mercator, part 11. p. 116, 


Except the firſt i inaccuracy, all the others are con- 


tained in a fingle paragraph, and the notes ſubjoined 


to it, and 1 might have extended them. T do not 


mean by this to infer, that Mr. Gibbon is ſo inac- 


curate a writer, or ſo ill informed an hiſtorian, that 

no dependence is to be placed upon his relations. My 

opinion of this writer is very different. His work, 
vu pon the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, in 


my weak apprehenſion, eaſily puts him at the head 
of all the hiſtorical writers of this age, both for depth 


of thought and extenſive erudition; and make no 


ſeruple to affirm, that in theology, in as much as 
concerns Chriſtianity, he ealily bears away the palm 


from all his contemporary divines. Had he been initi- 


. into the We of the Sublitencie, his ſpri iphtly= 
manner 


(135 1 

manner of treating it would, no ab * greatly 
amuſed a certain claſs of readers: at preſent they muſt 
put up with a more languid relation. | 

Moreover, in all thoſe errors into which I apppre- 
hend this ingenious whiter has fallen, he only follows 
the moſt celebrated modern divines. Had he con- 
ſulted John Garnerius, the learned editor of Marius 
Mercator, who upwards of a century ago had pointed 
out thoſe miſtakes of his predeceſſors concerning the 
Neſtorian Hereſy, and which are ſtill perſiſted in by 
all the modern Proteſtant writers, as well as by the 
| Catholics, he would ſurely have ayoided them. This 
unacquaintedneſs of both Catholic and Proteſtant wri- 
ters with ſo capital a critic, J impute- to a fingle 
_ cauſe, namely, the moderns being entirely ignorant 
of the import of the phraſe the union according to the 
n rendered it impoſſible for them to conceive 
in what conſiſted. the difference between Neſtorius 
and the Catholics. The ſermons of Neſtorius, with 
which the ſecond part of Marius Mercator begins, 
ſolely referring to this controverſy, being therefore 
an abracadabra to them, they raſhly ſuppoſed, that 
the difference between the parties was only verbal, 
1s 


and 
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= 
and might think,” that purſuing the controyerly, 


through the pages of Mercator, would be only 3 


needleſs loſs of time. Moreover, unleſs authors are 
cited, no matter what ſterling knowledge they con- 
tain, it is almoſt impoſſible that they ſhould be 


known, and of courſe ſought after. Johan. Garrierius 


is unnoticed by Doctor Prieſtley in his Biographical 
Chart; by Doctor Playfair in his Biographical In- 


dex; and in the General Biographical Dictionary: he 


is mentioned however by Moreri as a ory learned 


divine. 


'It appears very unaccountable to me, how any phi- 


Toſophical writer could ever ſuppoſe that diſputes, 
merely verbal, ſhould be proſecuted with ſo much 


warmth, as we find to have been the caſe among the 
ancient Chriſtians; ; is it not tantamount to ſuppoſing 


an effect without a proportionate cauſe, which is the 


ſame thing as no cauſe at all. And yet this is By 


firmed by almoſt all the moderns, whether philoſo- 


phers, or bigots, to have'been the caſe with regard to 
the Arian, and Neſtorian, Hereſies. ; Should they not ; 
have rather imagined, that there was ſomething hid- ; 5 
den, ſomething unknown to them, which gave riſe to | 
the 


| WI 

the controverſ y, rather than affirm an effect without 
0 proportionate cauſe, which is putting the Axe to the 
root of all religion, namely, the being of a God: it 


| being acknowledged that if any ching can be ſuppoſed 
to exiſt without a cauſe, the ſtrongeſt argument in 
proof of a Deity, i is annihilated : and moral effects, as 
well as phyſical ones, require! moral cauſes, Now the 
doctrine of the Subſiſtencies being, I truſt, eſtabliſhed, 
we have a cauſe proportionate. to the effect produced, 
whether we conſider the Arian or Neſtorian Hereſy, 
The fir} conſiſted in denying two beings to be eter- 
nal whom the Catholics thought to be ſo; and this 
muſt be allowed to avs been capable of en 2 
very, conſiderable effect. With regard to the Neſto- ; 
rians, their denying the union according to the Sub ſaſt- 
enee between the God -Word and the Man, it followed 
of courſe, that the God - Word did not ſuffer for us: 
and the doctrines of original Sin, and Satisfaction, 
baving been previouſly eſtabliſhed in conſequence of 
the Pelagian and Celeſtian Hereſies, it followed, that 
if the God-Word was not | joined to the Man accord- | 
ing to the, Subſiſtence, that, he would unt have ſuf- 
fered; and that i in this caſe all mankind muſt for ever 
PAR II. e remain 


te rius Ibcdeged their pious or perſonal reſentment.” 
From this paſſage it might be jnferred, that the clergy 
were the firſt who began the outcry againſt Neſtorius, . 


This alſo ſhews, that the rabble in thoſe days were 
better judges of ſound a than the * learned 
Sf the ends 


r 
remain in hell. Such a notion, however ill grounded, 


muſt ſurely be admitted to have been capable of pro- 
ducing very great ben But to "Re with Mr. 


Gibbon. i il babs. 
P. 363. „ The ariſgeveſifal mn of Neſto- 


whereas it was begun by the laity—then by the monks. 
then by the preſby ters and laſtly by the biſhops. 


P. 558. Mr. Gibbon apprehends, that indifference 
and contempt on the part of the Emperor would have 


deen the moſt effectual means of bringing the parties 
(Cyril and Neſtorius) to a reconciliation. Such ob- 


ſervations are frequent among the moderne; but they 


are ſurely ill founded; other wiſe the Hereſies of da- 


bellius, and Paul of Samoſate (not to mention the 


Gnoſties) which broke forth in the third century, 


to which the Emperors, being Heathens, were en- 
* indifferent, would have quickly ſubſided. Ne- 


ine S | ventheleſ | 


[ 39 1 
vertheleſs, no reconciliation took place, nor was ever 
_ likely, among che diſputants. 6 
P. 560. Mr. Gibbon adopts the notion, which is 
: likewiſe entertained by the generality of the Pro- 


order to ſucceed in his deſigns againſt Neſtorius: and 


yet I think this is very doubtful. Neſtorius and Theo- 


doret impute it to him, but no other of the contem- 


porary ancients: as theſe were parties, and not re- 


markable for veracity, their imputation ſhould be 
little regarded. According to Neſtorius, aud John of 
| Antioch, the opinion of the Catholic world was in 


favour of Cyril: Why then corrupt ? Cyril being an 


avaricious man, and of the age of ſixty, knew too 
well the value of money to diſburſe it uſeleſsly. 11 
his object were to corrupt, ſurely Candidian, or Count 
John, the Imperial vicars, ſhould have been the per- 
ſons attempted ; but they, as well as all the other 


court minions, were entirely againſt Cyril. It cannot 


be imagined that hiring a mob could have been an 
object with him: a mob could only have been uſeful 


for the moment, and. might have; been inimical to him 
the next. Men of ſixty ſelgom Place any, confidence 


T2 TE in 


teſtants, that Cyril was profuſe in his Jargefievs in 
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in mobs. Is it to be ſuppoſed, that the monks Dal- 
matius and Eutyches were ſupplied with caſh by the 
beggar who carried Cyril's and the Catholics letter 
to Conſtantinople, to enable them to bribe ? This would 
be abſurd. But it appears from Cyrif's s deacon's let- 
ter, note 50, that the Epiſcopal exchequer at Alexan- 
dria had incurred a debt of 60,0001. But ſuch a debt 
will not appear very extraordinary, when it is conſi- 
dered, that, beſides fifty biſhops, various other eccle- 


ſafies had accompanied Cyril, who was abſent above | 


four months from Alexandria. 


The new biſhop of Ooattanttgeple, Maximian, in 
the juſt cited note, is ſaid to be the creature of Cyril. 


However, Cyril's object for that fee was Proclus, WhO 

| ſucceeded GRIN, who was in fa Wn * 

Theodoſius, 8 
1 ſhall now proceed to Doctor rel, remarking 

; 66 upon a few paſſages: * EY 

Vol. ii. p. 500. ee It was no longer doubted among 

4 them Uthe Catholics}, that their was a Trinity in 
« the Diſins Nature; or that one of the perſons in 

cc the Trinity, viz. the ſecond, or the Logos, was united 
4 to the man Jeſus; * that i in Chriſt there were two 


1 ; & natures = 


1 
cc natures Subſiſtencies] the divine and human. But 
« it had not been fully determined, that theſe two 
« natures made one perſon,” The laſt period ſhould 
be, but it had not been Fully determined that Chriſt had 
but one perſon : that | is, intelligent principle. The Ca- 
tholics never determined the two natures to be one 
Perſon: no, nor even one Subſiſtence, as they held, 
that This was always the doctrine of the Catholic 
church, and therefore unneceſſary to be determined. 
See Cyril's letter, quoted Pref. to Marius Wenns 
p. 35. 
3 40 It may be queſtioned, however, whether 
ce Neſtorius ever held this opinion {of the Word 
ce dwelling i in Jeſus}, or had any clear conception of 


« it at the time he drew upon him the notice of his 


„ brethren, As on the other ſide it may be queſ- 


« tioned whether the Catholics themſelves held any 


/ 


"0 opinion upon the ſubject that was really different 
« from this, till, in the courſe of controverſy, they 
5 6 came to conſider it was heretical. For when it is 
“allowed that there are two natures [Subſiſtencies] 
«in Chriſt, ſo different as thoſe of Gad and Man, all 
c the terms that could be contrived to expreſs the 


« manner 


r — 


Nature, 


„ 
t: manner of their union muſt be equally deſtitute | 
& of idea. Conſequently, when the Catholics did 


« afterwards determine that theſe two natures [Sub- 


« ſiſtences] make but one perſon, they did not 


80 in reality add any new propoſition to their creed, 
| ec becauſe no new ideas can be affixed to the terms. 
N 0 We are now therefore to conſider a mere contro- 
6 verſy about words; [pray attend reader] but which 
« was the cauſe of as much animoſity, as if it had 
« related to the moſt intelligible and important of 
« things,” Here then we have Doctor Prieſtley” ; 
opinion that the Neſtorian controverſy was only a 


diſpute of words, and cobſequentiy of his believing in 


effects without proportionate cauſes; which, were it 


true, would ſap the foundation of natural and revealed 


religion, which no one is more ſenſible of than the 


ingenious Doctor bimſelf. It is clear from this 


paſſage, that the Door i is unacquainted with the Neſ- 


torianHereſy, After the term Nature, [ have put 


Subſiſtencies, in crotchets, to make the meaning 


1 clearer. It is alſo evident from theſe paſſages, that 


the Doctor had not an accurate idea of the term 


P. 501. | 


( 143 J 


F 


P. 501; After mentioning Neſtorius's ſucceeding 


Sicinnius in the ſee of Conſtantinople, and bringing, 
with him from Antioch the preſbyter Anaſtaſius, he 


ſays, „This Anaſtaſius, in one of his ſermons, re- 


. proved ſome of the common people for calling the 


“Virgin Mary the mother of God; ſaying, that it 


« was more proper to call her the mother of Cbriſi, 


6 for that God could not be the offspring of a hu- 


* man being. Complaint being brought of this to 
E Neſtorius, he openly approved of what had been 
ce aſſerted by his preſbyter; and added, as it is ſaid, 
dat 3 child of two or three months old could not be 


fa God; - meaning that what was born of Mary was 


c mere man, * a divine nature was added to him 


66 * afterwards.” 


66 Afterwards.” Neftorius held that the Word was 


added (to uſe the Doctors term) to the man in 
the womb of Mary at the moment of conception : 
ſee the ninth capitula of Neſtorius: but he denied 


that the child of two or three months old was a God, 5 


becauſe he denied the anion according to the Subfiflence. 
Beſides it is probable that Neſtorius was preſent when 
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the offenſive words, mother of Chriſt, were uttered, 
agreeably to the expreſs teſtimony of Cyril; which 1 


not contradicted by what Socrates ſays, though Cyril 


makes Dorotheus, a biſhop, to have been the firſt who 


mentioned them; but Socrates aſcribes them to Anaf- 
taſius. * That a child two or three months old could 
not be a God, v was ſpoken at Epheſus before the 


opening of the council there, and was deemed a great 
| advance in his heretical depravity. 


The reader is not to imagine, that the ancient Ca- 


tholics were ſuch enthuſiaſts as to believe that the 


eternal God-Word derived his origin from a woman. 


No, they denied it as ſtrenuouſly as any Unitarian 
whatever. They held, that as the God-Word was 
united to the fleſh in like manner as the ſor, in this 
fate he might be faid to be born a ſecond time (hav- 
ing been firſt born of the Father) in like manner as 
'the ſoul is ſaid to be born of a woman, though by no 


means deriving its nature from the ſex. Now this 


| ſecond birth of the Word was denied by Neſtorius, in 


conſequence of his denying the union accoring to the 
ns? So that the ſecond birth of the Word, 


* 


1 465 3 
though perhaps few Catholics now-a-days know it; 


tholics, as the real Preſence, Original Sin, &c. 


The reader will recollect, that the God-Word was 
not united to the man quite fo cloſely as the ſoul to 
the body : this would have been confounding the Sub- 
ſiſtencies. But, as already obſerved, human language 
: being inadequate to expreſs the idea, Cyril was forced 


to make uſe of ſuch a ſimile as came neareſt to it. 


P. 505- The Doctor ſays, that“ Cyril drew up 
ec fauelue propoſitions, and as many anathemas.” This 


is ſaying that they were different; whereas they are 


only different names of the ſame thing. 
P. 508. At this council [Epheſus] the twelve 
ec propoſitions were confirmed, the ſubſtance of which 


ce is briefly expreſſed in the following explication ſub- 
«joined to them: © The Holy Virgin is the mother 
© of God, not that the nature [Subſiſtence] of the | 


1 Logos, or the [his] divinity took its commencement 


in [of] the Holy Virgin; but becauſe chat ſacred 
c body, -animated by a reaſonable ſoul, to which the 


Logos of God was ſubſtantially united, was carnally 
born of her.” That the zwelve propoſitions of Cyril 
Part II. U : vVvere 


was equally an article of faith with the ancient Ca- 
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were confirmed at the council of Epheſus, I appre- 
| hend the Doctor has no authority for. That the cited | 
_ explication is ſubjoined to the twelve propoſitions is 
fo far from being the fact, that the propoſitions are 
not at all contained 1 in the letter from which the cita- 
tion is taken; but are contained in a ſubſequent letter, 
written ſeveral months after. Neither is the Doctor 
acecurate in his expoſition: inſtead of, © in the Holy 
c Virgin,” it ſhould be of the Holy Virgin“ the 
ce divinity,” ſhould be hit diyinity : theſe I haye, for 
the conveniency of the reader, marked in erotchets 2 
| the ſecond. of God is redundant. 1 2 
For the ſatisfaction of the learned 1 ſhall ſubjoin 
the paſſage in the original, with Mercator's expoſi- 
tion, of which, for the conveniency of the uplearneds 
I will give an exact rendering. | 
Olo nen If Tale] bioloyer eU rm aN raf. 
tins & vu T8 dens pvr, ſas Tus Heolulag. ue Tu af a 
un; d 8% rug αν, Tala” GAN” 5 venbeilos 18 arne, 78 
ane clas Loxabeios Tz Joputae, 4 c. ral ooſ an . 
0 doyos, rennnebat ydl, ale — Secunda Sancti 
or Epiſtola ad Neſtorium, 


Marius 


e 
5 
f 


E 
Marius Mercator's Verſion. 

Sic fidenter Dei puerperam, id eſt, &&ox» pronuntia- 
verunt [patres] virginem ſanctam: non quod natura 
Verbi Dei vel divinitas ejus ex illa, ut eſſet, initium 
ſumpſerit, ſed tanquam ex ipſa ſumpto corpore anima | 
rationali animato, cui ſecundum eſſentiam unitus Deus 
Verbum, ſecundum carnem creditur natus. 

Which may be thus rendered: 

| 60 Thus [the Fathers] confidently pronounced the 
« Holy Virgin to be Theotocos, or the mother of God: 
6e not that the Subſiſtence or the Divinity of the God- 
« Word took its beginning from her; but that the 
« holy body, animated with a rational ſoul, was born 
& of her, to which the Word, being united according 
cc to the Subſiſtence, is believed to have been born 


ce according to the fleſh. 8 


The reader will obſerve, that voa is rendered 


dy the term efſentiam, . which ſhews that this term 


alſo means ſubſiſtence in its theological ſenſe; and 
that eſſentia, ſubſtantia, and ſubſiſtentia are ſynonimous 
terms, according to Marius Mercator; oro race deing 


indifferently rendered by him by them. 
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twelve anathemas or propoſitions of Cyril, otherwiſe 
it is difficult to account for his ſaying, that there 
were twelve propoſitions, and as many anathemas, 
being only two names of the ſame thing; and that 
they were contained in the ſecand letter of Cyril to 
Neſtorius, when they are contained in the third. I 


have alſo my. ſuſpicions, that Mr. Gibbon never 


but at a council held by Neftorius two years before 


;.4 he for ſome time forbade his friends. to come nearer, 


5 [148 J 4 


It may be fairly inferred from theſe two laſt quo- 
tations from Doctor Prieſtley, that he never ſaw the 


ſaw them either ; though, as the reader kay ſeen, he 
ſpeaks of them. as if he had: 


. 509. Here the Doctor ſuppoſes there were two 
decrees paſſed at the council of Epheſus concerning the 


Pelagians: : one in favour of them, the other again/t 
them. The firſt, however, was not paſſed at Epheſus, 


at Conſtantinople. Marius Mercator, p. 62. 
P. 510. The Doctor ſays, But [Theodofius] being 
ce prepoſſeſſed againſt Neſtorius by his ſiſter Pulcheria, 


« than Chalcedon, ſaying, that he would only ſee the 
« deputies,” What * the Doctor had for this 


5 | paſſage 


E 
paſſage I know not. As to his forbidding the Neſto- 
rian biſhops to approach nearer than Chalcedon there 
was no peculiar hardſhip in it, the Catholics being 
under a ſimilar inhibition : and that they were not 
treated anywiſe diſreſpectfully, fully appears from 
their own letter to their friends at Epheſus, written a 
few days after their arrival: in which they gave a 
flattering account of their reception by Theodoſius, 

and of his rough treatment of the Catholic. de- 
puties, and thence argue the probability of their ſuc- . 

Ib. „ He [ Theodoſius] however was ſo much 
4 preſſed, that at length he heard them all, but de- 
« cided againſt Neſtorius.“ In this the Doctor is in- 
accurate: for the fate of Neſtorius, as is evident from 
the firſt letter of the Neſtorian deputies to their friends 
at Epheſus, had been e 4 befor they had ar- 
rived at Chalcedon. 

33 After this, by writing hers to. Cyril and 
6 John of Antioch, he [Theodoſius] procured a recon- 

« ciliation between them, and at length John joined 
“ in the depoſition of Neſtorius.” This is inaccurate. | 


The Emperor commanded a reconciliation, before which, 


48 


[ 150 ] 
| 3 g 
as already obſerved, John was not only to ſubſcribe- 
the depofition of Neſtorius, but alſo to pronounce an 


* 


anathema againſt his doctrines. 
Ib. 6 In all this it muſt be acknowledged, that the 
_ good-natured Emperor was governed chiefly by the 
a princeſs Pulcheria,” Yes, truly, it might, if handed 
down upon good authority; but to whom are we re- 
ferred? To Evagrius, who flouriſhed about one hun- 
dred and fifty years after; but who, in fact, mentions 2 
no ſuch circumſtance : and to Nicephorus, who flou- 
riſhed in the fourteenth century, and therefore 1 is no | 
authority. 1805 5 / | 
1 ſhall proceed no farther reſpecting Neſtorius, | 


though the ſubſequent paragraph contains many errors. 
P. 522. © But ſtill the fact ſhews” [a council of five. 


hundred biſhops acquitting Eutyches, who had been 
5 condemned at the council of Chalcedon, where ſix : 


hundred and thirty biſhops were preſent], « that the 


« biſhops were * s ready to go with the court; : 
1 that is, to be ſwayed by their intereſt, and there- 
404 fore, that the real faith of the Chriſtian church in 

ce any period, or even the opinions of the biſhops 


- « themſelves, are by no means to be collected from 
(1; the 


1 1313 

te the decrees of theſe ſolemn councils.” Is not this 
a very unguarded, not to ſay raſh, aſſertion ? What! 
the Chriſtian biſhops to have been at all times tempo- 
riſing. It is impoflible, it is groundleſs. The Arian 
controverſy contradicts it. The Eutychian contro- 
verſy contradicts it. And, finally, the controverſy 
between the Emperor Juſtinian and Pope Vigilius, 
concerning the three chapters and their authors, con- 
tradicts it. 

In the firſt four general councils there appears to 
have been no improper interference on the part of 
government in favour of Catholiciſm, With reſpect 
to the faith, the Catholics appear to have been unani- 
mous and conſiſtent after the council of Nice. I ad- | 
mit that there were ſome Neſtorians in the council 
of Epheſus, and to theſe temporiſing may be juſtly 
imputed: but, as in the preſent day, there were then 
many Diſſenters who could ſwallow the pill. 

That the Chriſtians were in general Catholics, may 
be inferred, independently of the teſtimony of Sozo- 
men, B. iii. c. xiii., from their immediately raiſing an 
outery againſt every doctrine which tended to ſap it. 


I will not affirm, that there were not temporiſers 


15 among 


7 [ 152 ] 
among the Catholic biſhops ; but hitherto I have ſeen 
no proof of it. Were the Doctor well grounded in 
the obſervation which is the ſubject of this remark, it 
might, I apprehend, be juſtly deemed a more deciſive 
argument againſt Chriſtianity, than all that Mr. Gib- 


don has written againſt it. Yet I am perſuaded that 


it to print. His prejudice againſt religions eſtabliſh- 
ments, perhaps, did not make him aware of the con- 
ſequence. | 
P. 534. In the council of Nice it was adtermined, 
« that the Son was of the ſame Sub anee with the Fa- 
« ther; in that of Conſtantinople, that both the Son 
ce and Holy Spirit are, in all reſpects, equal to the 
« Father; in that of Epheſus, that the two nature 
« of Chriſt make but one perſon 3 and in that of Chal- 
cedon, that theſe natures' continue to be two, not- 


6 « withſtanding this amet or hypoſtatical union 
« between them.” 

What Dr. Priefiley has faid 1 in. ibis pallage is 
very inaccurate. At the firſt general council (Nice, 
325) the Son was declared to be Homoonſios, or of one 
 Subſiſtence with the Father ; at the ſecond (Conſtanti- 


I | nople, g 


the i ingenious Doctor had no ſuch view in committing 5 


153 J 
' nople, 3817) the Holy Spirit was declared to be Cod. At 
the third (Epheſus, 431) Neſtorius was condemned for 
denying the union accordi ing to the gab Hence; : there was 
no doctrinal point determined at this council, though 
the moderns univerſally affirm it. At the fourth (Chal- 
cedon, 451) it was determined, that there were two 
natures, that is Subſehtencies, in Jeſus Chriſt, and only one 
perſon. The firſt was in conſequence of the Euty- 
chian Hereſy, which held, that there was only one 
Sub Hence, or nature, in Chriſt; the unchangeable 
God-Word being unchangeably changed (as he fooliſhly 
alſerted, according to Theodoret) into fleſh. The de- 
termining one perſon was againſt the Neſtorians, who, 
. like the modern orthodox, taught two perfons in Jeſus 5 
Chriſt, the divine and human; ; and demonſtrates 
; theſe, whether Catholics or Proteſtants to be e equally 
Heretics, 

. 535. The Doctor *. “That the Son is of the 
t fame ſubſtance of the Father, was an inference from 
& his having been 2 the proper reaſon of the 
3 Father.“ And Fain, « "But that any attribute 
e ſhould become a ſeparate per ſon, and eſpecially that 
ce the Being whoſe attribute it was, ſhould not, after 

LR 7:0” « this 


[ 154 J 
« this event, be deprived of it, is a manifeſt abſurdity,” 
Doubtleſs it is. But ſuch a notion I will venture 


do aſlert was never acknowledged by the Catholic 


church. Upon this hypotheſis, which Biſhop Horſley 
affirms to be an inventian of Dr, Prieftley's, is laid the 
entire ſyſtematic part of the Doctor's theology againſt 
the Catholics ; and which, as being unfounded, the 
whole muſt fall with it. Now, that the Catholic 
church never held that the Word was. an attribute of 
the Deity, is evident from their always holding him 
to be ſelf-ſub/iftent, Neither was the F ather deprived 
of his Wiſdom, by their being declared to be Homooy- 
ſios, or one Subſiſtence. 

Before I take leave of Dr, Prieſtley I cannot help 
noticing, that his Hort account of the Pelagian He- 
reſy abounds with : inaccuracies; and 1 will take the 
liberty of recommending for his peruſal the firſt Part 
of Marius Mercator cura Garnerii, as containing a 
fund of accurate knowledge concerning the Pelagian 
_ and Celeſtian Hereſies. Having made uſe of ſuch a 
ſtrong term as abounds (though Itruſt that the reader 
would by this time take my word), 1 think it proper 
to ſhew it by a few inſtances, 


F- P. 478. 


L 15s ] 
P. 478. Dr. Prieſtley ſays, © It was in the reign of 
c Honorius that the Pelagian Hereſy took its riſe; a 


c controverſy which produced ſuch laſting , conſe- 


te quences in the Weſtern part of the world, though 
they were but little known in the Eaſt. To this we 


e owe the doctrines of Original Sin, Predeſtination, 


cc and that of the neceſſity of Supernatural Grace to 
c every good thought, word, and action; and ulti- 


ce mately that of Atonement ; doctrines of which we 


cc find no trace in any former period,” We are informed x 
however by Marius Mercator *, that Rufinus intro- 


| duced this Hereſy into Rome, from the Eaft, in the 


popedom of Anaſtafius, which commenced in 398, 


and terminated in 402 : and as it had been, /ome time 


before, maintained in Cilicia by Theodore of Mop- 


ſueſtia, it is highly probable, that it took its riſe be- 


fore the reign of Honorius, which commenced 395 +. 
That there were ſome traces of the three firſt of theſe 
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doftrines i in former periods is evident from a ſcore of 


paſſages 1 in Marius Mercator f. 
P. 478-9. The Doctor ſays, << Pelagius WAS a Britiſh 


* Comm. Adv. Hzr. Pel. et Cel. p. 30. 
+ Ib. ad Part, p. 260, c. 2. 


1 Ib. Part 1ſt, p. 63. 398. 428, 429- | 
& | &« Monk, 


( 356 J 
« Monk, Celeſtius an Iriſb Hunt perhaps Pelagius was 
a Monk, but not in the fenſe in which that term is now 
underſtood, namely, of a perſon confined to a mo- 
1 naſtery. In thoſe days there were erratic Monks, dif 
tinguiſhed chiefly by their habit *, Celeſtius was 
neither an Iriſhman nor a Monk, but an Italian, pro- 
bably of Apulia, and an advocate + 
P. 478.9. „From Rome theſe two Monks went to 


ee Africa,” True; but they ſtayed two or three years 
in Sicily, after leaving Italy, before ys reached 
Africa ** 

P. 48 5. But e this? [the condem- 
nation of Celeſtius at the council of Carthage, 412] | 
ce the Pelagian doctrine was, for ſome time, received 
« with great applauſe at Rome, Zozimus, the biſhop 
* of Rome, being a fayourer of! it.“ Zozimus, the biſhop = 

of Rome, being a favourer of it: I wiſh to know upon 
| what authority this is aſſerted. That Zozimus con- | 
Gemned both Pelagius and Oeleſtius, and their defines 
Is beyond diſpute 8. That it was imputed to Zozi- 5 


mus that he favoured Pelagius and Celeſtius, that 1 


„comm. Adv. Her. el. et Cel. Part 1ſt, p. 134, C. 1. 
+ Ib. p. 139. 5 Ib. 


a Marius Mercator, Comm. oft Part, p- 6. 8 
their 


( 157 ] 


' their doctrines, as the Doctor ſays, is groundleſs : 


and that he improperly favoured the men, as coun» 


tenancing their doctrines, is ſhewn by Garnerius to 
be ill founded *, 


P. 487. Pelagius and Celedtius, bin overborne 
e by the authority of Auguſtine, were in a manner 


< obliged to leave the continent of Europe, and they 
« retired to Britain, where their tenets had found 2 
ce favourer in Agricola, the ſon of Severian. To en- 


« counter them, Germanus biſhop of Auxerre, and 
( Lupus of Troies, were deputed by a ſynod in Gaul 


* to go over to Britain.” Theſe two friends, inſtead 


of retiring to Britain, retired to Aſia, where it is pro- 


bable Pelagius died before Germanus was deputed : for 


at that time above ninety : an age to which few fat 
men arrive that have experienced much adverſe for- 
tune. Beſides, we hear nothing of him after his con- 
demnation at Antioch, about the year 418 4. Celeſ- 


9 Maries Mercator, 1K Part, p. iS Ib. p-. 3266 e. 2. 
+ Ib. E 134 Fe 7 


their perſons, cannot be denied: but that he favoured 
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tius was at Conſtantinople, 429; itis not likely that 
he retired to Britain either, it not being his native 
country. 401 | 

P. 478-9. Castan a native of Scythia? it ſhould 
be a Monk of Sou, in the deſert of Egypt, as has 
been ſhewn by Dr. Lardner, Article Caſſian. Dr. 
Lardner preſumes, and with great probability, that 
ignorant tranſeribers, having no knowledge of Scyte, 
miſtook it for the much-talked of country of Scythia. 
How improbable, beſides, that a barbarian ſhould be 
maſter of the Greek and Latin languages, at a time 
when ſuch knowledge was very rare even amongſt the 
| Greeks and Latins themſelves. | 
P. 538. It is equally true, that the council of 
«Epheſus was little more than the date of the origin 
« of Neſtorianiſm.” The Doctor had before ſaid in 
the preceding page, that c he [Diodorus, biſhop of 
cc Tarſus] is _ alſo ſaid to have held that opinion, 
ce which was afterwards called Neſtorianiſm, and to 


have taught it to Theodorus, as the latter did to 


6 Neſtorius himſelf,” » How inconſiſtent are theſe two 
paſſages ! That Diodsrus ſhould have taught the Neſ- 


torian 
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torian opinion about ſeventy years before the council 
of Epheſus, and that this council ſhould be but a 


little more than the date of Neſtorianiſm. K | 

Dr. Prieſtley, in his Letters to the Rev. Mr. Haw- 
kins, p. 168, ſays, * According to ſome, this diſtine- 
tion in the Divine nature ſo little affects the unity of 
10 it, that it is held to be only a temporary thing. For, 
«as I am informed, Dr. Hinchliffe, the biſhop of 


40 Peterborough, in a charge which he lately deli- 


« vered at Daventry, thinking proper to give his 


: c clergy his own ideas of a doctrine which is now 


ce the ſubje& of public diſcuſſion, ſaid that, in his 
cc opinion, 0 When the time ſhall come in which the 


© Son Shall give up the kingdom to the Father, 2 that 


c Ged ſhall be all in all, the threefold di ſtinction which 


© at preſent ſubſiſts 1 in the Divine nature ſhall be no 


c more. .. 


« This, 1 ſhall obſerve, was very y nearly the opi- 


“ nion of the ancient Sabellians.” The Doctor will, 
I hope, excuſe me for ſaying, that it was the very opi- 
nion maintained by Marcellus -; ſo that, if Dr. Prieſt- 


ley has been rightly informed, we have a Marcellian 


* Euſ. cont. Marcellum, p. 6. I. 8. 
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in the Tee of Peterborough. As T have proved Biſhop 


| Horſley, who they fay expects a mitre, to be a Sa- 


bellian : and from ſome extracts Which 1 have ſeen 
from tracts of the biſhops of London, Worceſter, and 
Cheſter, I apprehend that they alſo have erred ſome- 

£ times U exceſs, ſometimes by defeft ; it will follow then 


that our ' Hierarchy i is a compound of various hereti- 
cal. ſects. 


* 
Since I have written the above, I perceived, in the 


Gentleman' > Magazine for 1790, a bort of defence of 5 
the biſhop, which, I apprehend, may be ſappoled to 
have undergone bis Lordſhip' s inſpeCtion, and there- 
fore to be an accurate ſtatement of his Lordſhip s 5 
ſentiments. It is as follows: 

&« We maintain a Trinity of perſons or characters, 5 


4 under the name of the Father we acknowledge God 


« as the ſupreme author of nature; under the cha- 


e racter of the Son we acknowledge the on Ged 5 


cc che e and regenerator of man; under the 


6 character of the Holy Ghoſt we acknowledge Him 


cc ag che divine influence; for the Father and the 
« Son are ene; the fulneſs of the Godhead dwelt bodily . 


« in Chriſt,” This I affirm to be the opinion aſcribed 
© 49 0 ; 2s; 
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by the aneients to Sabellius; it being equivalent to 


one thing with three names. 2 


But be this as it may, it is Gat that the biſhop 
ol St, David's and the biſhop of Peterborough actually 
entertain different, notions of the perſons ia the Tri 
nity : the former thinking Them to be more ſtrictly 
4e One than any individual thing in the whole world of 
1 Matter and Spirit:“ See 1ſt Part, p. 140. Whereas 
the biſhop of Peterborough holds them to be at pre- 
ſent Three. I think it incumbent on their lordſhips 
to inform the public which of theſe opinions is or- 


thodox, 51 | 
1 ſhall put an end to  theſs remarks on Dr. Prieft- 
ley, by noticing a few leſs important errors, or in- 


Iecurneies, which may be corrected in future editions. : 


Vol. II. p. 133. =. Sabellians and Patripaſſians ?” : 
read, of Patr ipaſſians. They were two appellations of 
the ſame ect. 

Ib. 13 35. « Six months” nope, G year and Gi months, 

Ib. 412, & Bonoſus a biſhop i in Macedonia :” ” read, 
of Sardica, the metropolis of Dacia, Marius Mer- 

cator. | 
Part IL 


* | MF Vol, 15 


— e ] . ] ˙ . ater RS 


„„ 
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vol. II. p. 454. Theodoſius « left a ſon 70 the name 


« of Theodoſius, ju weaned ” read, ſeven years old. - 
Ib. 517, © Theodoſius, who died by a fall from his 
ec horſe in hunting, A. D. 450, after a OT of thirty- 
\« <« eight years :” read, ferty-two years. 
Ib. 519. At this council Chalcedon], which con- 
4 ſiſted of 360 biſhops 2” read, of 630 biſhops. 
Ib. p. 509. John bimop of Antioch not appear- 
ec ing after three days -* read, the day after being a third 
time funmoned, "Marina Mercator, Pref, to Second 
Part, p. 30. | 
I ſhall now re to ſome further remarks upon 
Mr. Gibbon, 
Vol. IV. p. 545. Note. 601 appeal to PR confeſ- . 
« ſion of two Oriental prelates, Gregory Abulphara- 5 
40 gius the Jacobite primate of the Eaſt, and Elias the 
ce Neſtorian, metropolitan of Damaſcus. | (See Aﬀe« 
& man Bibliothec. Univerſal. tom. ii. p. 291. tom. il. 55 
ce p. $14; &c.) that the Melchites, Jacobites, Nefto- 
te rians, &c. agree in the drfarine, and differ only i in 
tc the expreſſi on. Our moſt learned and rational di- 


6 * vines, Baſnage, Le Clere, Beauſobre, La awe Mo- 


. 


3 L 4 J 5 
8c ſheim, Jablonſki, are inclined to fayour this cha- 
te ritable judgment; but the zeal of Petavius is loud 
ge and angry, and the moderation of Dupin is con- 
de veyed in a whiſper,” It is evident, that all theſe 
learned men, including Mr. Gibbon himſelf, and pe- 
tavius alſo, were ignorant of the union according to the 
| Subſiftence, which diſtinguiſhed the Catholics or Mel- 
chites, from the Eutychians or Jacobites on the one 
hand, and the Neſtorians on the other: this may not 
be ſo much wondered at: but that ſo many learned 
men ſhould not have been able to diſtinguiſh the 
Neſtorians, who held three Subſiſtences in Chriſt, 
namely, the Body, the Soul , and the God-Word „ from 
the Eutychians, who held only one Subſiſtence, or a a 
ſingle nature, is truly ſurprizing. 
P. 563. © The Monophyſite doctrine was rigorouſſy 

ce preached in the churches of Egypt, the primitive 
« creed of Apolinaris was protected by the ſanCtity 
& of Cyril ;—Dioſcorus, who had ſucceeded to * 

6 throne, the creed, &c. of the nephew [Cyril] of 

“ Theophilus,” This paſſage ſhews, that Mr. Gib- 
bon did not know the diſtinction between the Catho- 
lics and Apolinaris: and confirms the preceding ob- 
Ta ſervation 
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. 6 that he did not know the diſtinction be- 


tween the Catholics and Monophyſites, Dioſeorus | 
was a Monophyfite. Et Dat een Wn 
P. 387. Monothelites, or aſſerters of one MI * 
| theſe were evidently heretics 3 j for if Chriſt had but ons 
Will, be could have had but one intellectual prineiple; 
P. 611. Mr. Gibbon makes Apolinaris the ſucceſ- 


for of Paul, biſhop of Alexandria, He was not, 5 


however, Pau: fuceeſſor ; Zoilus being elected upon 


the depoſition of Paul, who poſſeſſed the ſee of Alex“ 
andria ten or eleven years *. | 


P. 593. „Both! in his native and epiſcopal provines 
' & the Hereſy of the unfortunate Neſtorius was ſpeed- 
4 ily obliterated,” Mr. Gibbon afterwards obſerves 
how it firuck deep root in Perſia * neither of which 
1s at all ſurprizing. His doctrine was ever unpopular 
at Conſtantinople; fo that its being condemned at 
the councib of Epheſus was alone ſufficient to anni- 
hilate it in the royal city. In Syria, however, it 
maintained its ground for ihre or four years after its 
| endures at Epheſus, Until the Emperor had. 155 
en ſhewn his avowed enmity to that Hereſy, by 


; * ssi Theodrt. p. 49˙ . 28 
8 „„ ordering 


111 


ordering the writings of Neſtorius to the flames, and 


' himſelf to the Oaſis. ' Though ſome of the Oriental 
clergy might mutter, yet none of them durſt avow 
the opinion of Neſtorius. But che perſevering The- 


oderet, retiring to his dioceſe of Cyrus, thence fear- 
leſſly inculcated the tenets of Neſtorlus. While his 


friend Ibas, afterwards biſhop of Edeſſa, was engaged 


in rendering into the vular Syriac thoſe parts of the 
writings of Diedorus of Tarſus, and of "Theodore of 
Mopſueſtia, which inculcated the fame doctrines. 
Hence the riſe of the celebrated ſchool of Edeſſa, 
where the Neſtorian tenets were publickly taught, 


When to this is added, that Theodoret was almoſt 
| adored in the province of Euphratenſis, in which his 
dioceſe lay ; that his metropolitan, the biſhop of Ana- 


zarbus, and the other biſhops. of the province had 
adopted or embraced the fame opinion; that by wri- 
ting the lives of che moſt celebrated Monks who re- 5 
ſided i in this province, in which, by m unifying their 


| auſtere virtues in a moſt extravagant manner, he had 


attached this elaſs of human beings, who have ſuch 
influence upon the ignorant. multitude, fo entirely to 


him; and alſo by a mode of living ſcarcely inferior to 
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the moſt rigid among themſelves, it is not ane 


that by means of the faith of ſuch apparently holy 


men, which he entirely guided, that. Neſtorianiſm 
ſhould ſtrike deep root in this province; and, from 
its bordering upon Perſia, that it ſhould quickly pe · 
netrate into that country alſo: This brings me to 
the celebrated conteſt between Juſtinian and n. , 
N of Rome. 


I have juſt obſerved when Neſtorius was baniſhed 


to the Oaſis, and his writings to the flames, that his 
partizans, Theodoret and Ibas, were chiefly engaged, 


the firſtin maintaining the ſoundneſs of the opinions 


of the faith of Neſtorius, and abuſing Cyril, as re- 


| newing the Hereſy of Apolinaris; the latter in render- 
ing the works of Diodorus and Theodore into Syriac: 
5 the conſequence of both which was, that tumults began 


to ſpread in Armenia, a province in which the Apo- 


linarian Hereſy, which was the moſt adverſe to the 


Neſtorian, had ſtruck-deep root in, between the parti- 


zans of Apolinaris and Neſtorius. To put a ſtop to 


the evil, which was likely to encreaſe from the po- 
pularity of the writings of Theodore biſhop of Mop- 
ſueſtia, and Diodorus biſhop of Tarſus, Proclus, 


| biſhop 
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| biſhop of Conſtantinople, compoſed a work which he 


called his Tome, and had it tranſmitted to Armenia. 
This production muſt have been orthodox, having 


received the — of Cyril, as well as of John 


of Antioch: yet it was ſo far from meeting Theodo. 


15 ret $ approbation, that he wrote a violent work againſt 


The principals, however, Cyril and Proclus, 
. ſhortly after paid the debt of nature, pre- 


vented. matters from coming to extremities for the 


\ 


preſent. 


| After the Eutychians had been deins at Chat- 
eden; whs always bore an inveterate enmity to the 
Neſtorians, but more eſpecially to Theodoret, they 


began to cull exceptionable paſſages out of his writ- 


ings, as well' as out of thoſe of Theodore of Mop- 
ſueſtia, and Ibas of Edeſſa; which they maintained, 


28 teaching the Same doctrines as Neſtorius, equally 
merited to be anathematized, But to ſuch imputa- 


tions it may be eaſily conceived that the Catholics 


n pay little attention, as the writings, from which 


ſome of thoſe paſſages were taken, had been re- 


cited in the council of Chalcedon; and to condemn 


paſſages extracted from them, would be to affix a 


ſtigma 
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ſtigma upon that council, whoſe deciſions were chiefly 
— and en wo themſelves. 


4 


err 


a went on Fa But the e ſucceſſor of Mar- 
clan being, for the moſt part, avowed or diſguiſed 
Eutychians, for about fifty years, the Catholics, du- 
Ting this ſpace, did not find it ſo eaſy to maintain 
their ground, while attacked by artful competitors, 
ſupported by government. Hence we find, that in 
two provincial ſynods, both held during the reign of 
Anaſtaſius, in the n. of the ſixth e 
| aſſnbled diſks Ct: an OTA not 4 
againſt Diodorus, Theodore, Ibas, & c. but alſo 
againſt thoſe others who. Rill remained members of 
the Catholic church, though they taught the ſame 
doctrines. as Neftorius : and not only againſt thoſe, 
but even againſt pope Leo the Great, and his Tome or 
rule of faith, and the council of Chalcedon : „ hows 
ever, as being only provincial ſynods, independently 
of their being utterly diſcountenanced by the biſhops 
of Rome, hat had been determined in them would 
| have been deemed of little account, had pot Juſti- 


/ 


nian, 
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nian, in conſequence of being over-reached by an 
artful biſhop, a diſguiſed Eutychian, who was abet- 
ted in his deſigns by the queen, the celebrated Theo- 


% 


dora, taking a decided part, in order to have Theo- 
dore biſhop of Mopſueſtia, Theodoret biſhop of Cy- 
rus, and Ibas of Edeſſa, condemned, and anathema- 
tized, both themſelves and their writings. The occa- 
ſion of i it was as follows : pi 15-6 
Paul of Tabenne, an Eutychian who had been ap- 
pointed biſhop of Alexandria, was ſhortly after de- 
poſed for the murder of a deacon, in a ſynod con- 
vened for that purpoſe at Gaza 540, in which the 
p legate, Pelagius, preſided. Zoilus was ap- 
pointed to fill the vacant ſee. Pelagius, in returning 
to Conſtantinople by the way of Paleſtine, was ad- 
dreſſed by the monks of this country, who informed 
Him of diſturbances which other monks, who pro- 
felled the opinions of Origen, whence they! were called 
Origeniſts, had given riſe to in the monaſteries. Be- 
ſides other damnable doctrines, they taught the pre- 
exiſtence of human ſouls, and that the wicked would 
not be eternally damned. Tele notions, for three 
centuries after Origen, were deemed only the harm- 
PART II. e _ leſs 
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leſs reveries of an elegant mind: but at this time ſo 
many damning conſequences were diſcovered by the 
quick- ſighted Catholics to be deducible from them, 
that no mercy could be expected here on earth to any 


who held, much leſs propagated, ſuch tenets, This 


ſuperior clear-{ightedneſs of the later Fathers aroſe 


from the controverſies which the Pelagian, enn, 


| Neſtorian, and Eutychian Hereſies had given riſe to: 


for ſcarcely any opinion could be advanced, which, 


. by conſequences drawn from Its. might not entangle 


the propounder in one or other of theſe Hereſies. 


Having already explained the nature of the two laſt, 


I ſhall here only obſerve, that Pelagius taught the 
freedom of the Human Vill; and Celeſtius, that the Sin 


of Adam did not attach to his poſterity x. 
Pelagius received the intelligence » with much Gail 
faction, well knowing, from the Emperor 8 orthodoxy, 


that he ſhould be able to obtain whatever he deſired 


to ſilence, or puniſh, theſe refraftory Monks : but 


the pleaſure was much enhanced by the reflection, = 
that while performing his duty, he was at the ſame 
time giving a blow to the Eutychians, the moſt for- 
midable enemies of the Catholics, and in particular 


* Vincentius Lirinenſis, p. 355- Edit. Bal. 
| N | to 


7% 1 
to Theodorus, the diſguiſed Eutychian biſhop of Ce- 


ſarea in Cappadocia, who rivalled him in the Empe- 


ror's affection. Juſtinian, upon the information, im- 


mediately ſet about compoſing an edict, which ſhortly 


after was promulgated, in which he expounded, con- 
futed, and proſcribed the opinions of Origen: he, 


moreover, formed a rule of faith, and threatened all 


gainſayers with an anathema. After which he ſent it 


to the biſhop of Rome, and to all the patriarchs, to 


be ſubſcribed by them and their ſuffragan biſhops 


commanding, beſides, that no perſon ſhould, in fu- 
ture, be elected biſhop or abbot who did not ſubſcribe 
his edit. It is obſerved, that he was the firſt layman 
who preſcribed articles of faith. Perhaps St. Paul 
had him in view, 2 Theſſ. . 4111 5 

| Notwithſtanding that Origen had formerly the ho- 
nour ſ of being defended by the great Athanaſius, there 
was no one now hardy enough to incur the Impe- 


rial reſentment by ſupporting his cauſe : and there 


being nothing objectionable in the edict, except the 


unhallowed ſource from which it flowed, it was ſub- 


ſcribed, with perhaps a few murmurs, by a ſubmiſlive 


clergy, 
2 2 
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The Emperor rejoiced at his eaſy victory over the 


Origeniſts; and being at leaſt equally ambitious of 


ſhining in the character of a theologian, as in that of 


a legiſlator and conqueror, conceived the feaſibility of 


making all ſeQts to lay aſide their differences, and 


unite into one fraternal bond ef unity, With this 
view he determined to try his next eſſay with the 


acephali or Eutychians. The wily Theodorus, biſhop 
of Ceſarea, having come to the knowledge of the Em- 


peror's deſign of compelling the Eutychians to ſub- 


ſcribe to the decrees of the, council of Chalcedon, 
which, in oppoſition to them, had, eſtabliſhed the doc- 


trine of tube Natures, or Subſiſtencies, in Chriſt, con- 


ceived a counter plan, which he communicated to the 


Empreſs, who was allo a Eutychian, by which he 


truſted not only to return the compliment in #:ud to 


Pelagius, but alſo, by affixing a ſtigma on the coun- 
_ cil of Chalcedon, which was ſa much celebrated by 


the Catholics, to give a ſevere blow to them alſo. 


Having from experience a juſt idea of the fagacity and 


abilities of Pelagius, the pope's legate, and knowing 
alſo what influence he had with Juſtinian, who, being 
rigidly orthodox, would, with ſuch an adviſer, be ever 


guarded 


r . OPS ern 4 


EN 

guarded againſt falling into any ſnare ultimately in- 

tended to afix à blot on the Catholic faith; it was 
therefore agreed upon between the Empreſs and The- 
odorus, to remove Pelagius from Conſtantinople be- 
fore they took any ſtep, leſt the Emperor, being 
warned by him of the conſequences, ſhould prove ob- \ 
ſtinate againſt their future machinations. . Accord- 


ingly they contrived to have him ſent upon ſome ho- 


nourable pretext to Rome. Theodor us then, ad- 
dreſſing the Emperor, obſerved to him, that the ſtep 
he was geing as tike againſt the Acephali would/ be 
attended with commotions and tumults K. for that 
they. were not like the Origeniſts, Monks cooped up 
in monaſteries; . but, on the contrary, were powerful 
in the cities, and would reſiſt. But wherefore, ſaid 
he, proceed in this manner againſt them? The Ace- 
Pphali have no abhorrence to the council of Chalce- 
don': their objections regard only thoſe hypocritical | | 
wretches Theodoret and ibas, who, though in heart 
Neſtorians, had, nevertheleſs, the baſeneſs to pro- 
nounce an anathema againſt that doctrine, and, 
through this deceitful means, were raſhly received 
into communion by the Fathers there aſſembled that 


the 
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the Acephali would be contented, were the heretical 


writings of theſe men condemned, and their perſons 


anathematized that their name [without a head] 


ſhewed, that they were of no faction, nor attached 


to any head. —Moreover, continued he, were even 


the characters of theſe three men without blemiſh, 


Mill to attain unanimity among Catholics, the com- 


plying with the wiſhes of the Acephali ſhould not be 


deemed too great a ſacrifice; but ſo far from this 
being the caſe, their characters and principles are of 


a very dubious complexion; for Theodore of Mop- 


ſueſtia, independently of his having recanted, by his 


great fame ſtill protects many damnable opinions 


which he entertained. Theodoret of Cyrus, beſides 


the turbulency of his character, never ceaſed writing 


againſt the council of Epheſus, and calumniating Cy-_ 


_ Til, not to mention his having, in the moſt prevari- 


cating manner, pronounced an anathema againſt the 


opinion, of Neſtorius at the council of Chalcedon, of i 


_ which, till then, he was the firm defender, and therefore | 


his ſincerity in that ſolemn ceremony may, with good 


reaſon, be deemed problematical.— That Ibas had been 
queſtioned for crimes, of which to be ſuſpected was a 


diſhonour : : 


CJ 
diſhonour : that through his means the ſchool of Edeſſa 
had been eſtabliſhed, from whence the Neſtorian tenets 
were propagated on all ſides: that, like Theodoret, he 
ceaſed not praiſing Neſtorius and calumniating Cyril. 
Therefore, ſo far from any ſtigma being affixed on 
the council of Chalcedon, by condemning theſe indi- 
viduals, it would be, on the contrary, Purified from a 
| blot to which all human affairs were ſubject. This 
reaſoning ſatisfied Juſtinian. Accordingly, abandon- 
ing his firſt deſign, he adopted the idea of Theodorus, 
who had a paper ready drawn up for the purpoſe; 
which, being preſented to Juſtinian, bs publi: of a 
his own, in the ſtyle of an Imperial edit. In this the 
three chapters are condemned, and an anathema pro- 
nounced againſt the perſons of Theodore of Mop- 
ſueſtia, Theodoret of Cyrus, and Ibas of Edeſſa: he 
then ſent it to all the biſhops to be ſubſcribed. Men- 
nas of Conſtantinople ſubſcribed conditionally, ap- 
proved by the ſee of Reme; the other patriarchs ſub- 
| ſcribed i it unconditionally, probably fearing the con- 
ſequences of Juſtinian's violent temper. The biſhop 
of Rome, however, refuſed his aſſent, obſerving, that 


what Was complete and perfect did not admit of amend- 


men: 


[ ww 
ain ur add. His conduct wus followed by the 
whole Weſtern church. 

To dwell upon the particulars of a ſeven years eon 
teſt between Juſtinian and pope Vigilius, would be fo- 
reign to my defign-- 1 ſhall only obſerve,” that the 
Emperor, to accompliſh his purpoſe, ſcrupled not to 

| diſpenſe with his ſolemn engagements ; and that Vi- 
gilius, after having condemned the three chapters, 
and retracted his condemnation, yielded at length to 
the calling of a general council at Conſtantinople, in 
which the three chapters, containing the obnoxious ex- 
tracts from the writings of Theodore, Theodoret, and 

Ibas, were condemned; and alſo the perſon of The- 
odore, wirn a ſalvo for the perſons of Theodoret and 
Ibas. | 

The jet of the controvery between Juſtinian and 
Vigilius turned upon the perſons o: : for during the 
triumph of Eutychianiſm, when che Emperors had 
eſpouſed that opinion, the Eutychians had introduced 
a new and certain mode of 6vet-reaching plain ank 

Ample people among the Catholics which was this: 

v One would i imagine, from Note 96, that Mr. Gibbon 1 was not aware 

of this | 5 


they 
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U Þ 
they would-fit aſk. them, Whether they condemned 
Neſtorius? To this no Catholic could or would re- 
fuſe his aſſent. They would then aſk, Did not the 
Catholics condemn all thoſe who taught the ſame te- 
nets as Neſtorius ? To this they muſt alſo neceſſarily 
aſſent: 
Theodoret, an Ibas. They would then aſk, Did not 
the Catholies condemn” all thoſe who received ſuch 
: perſons? This the! Catholics muſt alſo neceſſarily: 
grant: and thus they were regularly and unavoidably. 
brought to condemn the council of Chalcedon, which 
had received the Perſons of Theodoret andlba s, which 
couneil was eſteemed the ſheet- anchor of the Catho- 


lies themſelves. It was with this view' that the con- 


which was t tacitly condemning. Theodore, 


demriation of the three chapters; and their authors, 
Was projected by the artful Theodorus. : However, f 
to obsiate the netefiry conſequences. which muſt 
have reſulted from aſſenting to the firſt requiſition of 
the Eutychians, it had been a maxim, till chen main 1 
tained among the Catholics, except in the ſingle ins: Y 
ſtance of Origen, that thoſe perſons who died in the 
peace of the'church, whoſe names of courſe, if biſhops, 
were inſcribed in the ſacred rolls, called Dyptics, 
Parr Il. 2: N could 


[ 178. ] 
could never after be ſubject to eccleſiaſtical cenſures, 
either for their faith or writings. Vigilius's oppoſition 

to the edict was, therefore, founded upon this mode 
of queſtioning introduced by the Eutychians, becauſe 
he clearly ſaw through the deſign of Theodorus, | 
who intended giving a mortal wound to the council 
of Chaleedon, through the ſides of Theodoret and 
Ibas, However, in this he was in the main diſap- 
pointed; for, though this council had received, and 
had afterwards, upon the Egyptian biſhops accuſing 
| Theodoret of Neſtorianiſm, adjudged, him innocent, 
upon his pronouncing, though with much difficulty, 
an anathema againſt Neſtorius and his tenets yet it 
had determined nothing with regard to his writings. 
The ſame may be ſaid of Ibas. It muſt be acknow- 
ledged, however, that as a part of Ibass writings had 
been read in that council, and doubtleſs without their 
being at all impeached, and therefore may be ſaid to 
have been tacitly approved in it, the council of Con- 
ſtantinohle, in condemning the writings of Ibas, con- 
veyed a tacit cenſure upon chat of Chalcedon. 
The biſhop of Rome, however, alledging chat. as 
Theodore died in the . of the church, it was not in 


* 


1 79 J 
his power to gratify the Emperor by condemning his 
perſon. The Emperor on the contrary affirmed, that 
he did not die in the peace of the church, This being 
a queſtion of fact, was quickly determined, by con- 
vening a ſynod at Mopſueſtia, which, upon inſpect- 
ing the Dyptics kept in the cathedral of that city, 
the Catholics, to their great amazement found that 
the name of Theodore was not mentioned in them; 
but, that in the place where it ſhould have been i Ing 
they found the name of Cyril inſcribed, who had no 
connection whatever with the church of Mopſueſtia, | 
and whoſe name of courſe ought not to haye been in- 
ſerted in the ſacred roll of that church, The oldeſt 
people of the place having been examined about it, 
were unanimous in acknowledging, that among the 
names in the Dyptics, which were annually read over 
in the preſence of the people, they never recollected 
to have heard the name. of Theodore neither did 
there appear any eraſure in the roll. Garnerius there- 
fore ſuppoſes, and with great probability, that during 
the uſurpation of Baſiliſcus, between ſixty and ſeventy 
years before, when things were carried on with great 
violence by the Eutychians, who were countenanced 
8 Aa 2 „ a 
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made by the pope to his condemnation. 80 that the 
Emperor, who wanted the per ſons of the tbreeito. be 


[ 180 J 
by the uſurper, that the ancient Dypties had been re- 


moved from the cathedral, and another roll, with Cy- 


ril's name in the place of Theodore's, depoſited there. 
No eraſure appearing in the Dyptics ſhews that they 


were not the old Dyptics, in which his name was 
certainly inſcribed in the time of Theodoret, now dead 


above ninety years. Theodore's name not being found 
in this facred roll, there was no farther objection 


anathematized, was partly gratified, and partly diſap- 
pointed; which laſt chagrined him: | 

Whether the biſhop of Rome ſubſcribed, or. ac- 
knowledged in writing, the decrees of this council, 
"though there are many to whom it appears 2 
very ſimple queſtion, I cannot avoid agreeing with 


Garnerius in eſteeniing it to be one of the mo ſt 


difficult to come to a' determination upon that 
ever occurred to me in che courſe of my readings. Be : 
this however as it may, the biſhops of Rome were - 
taught one leſſon by this council; namely, that a man 
might ſeemingly die a Faint, and afterwards be ſept 
to the en ſhould it in future appear that he had 


propounded, 


5 
— F 


1 
propounded, or advanced, hexetical tenets in his wri- 
tings; or if he praiſed ſuch as did, It might be ap- 
prehended, that the great Athanaſius himſelf migbt 
come within this predicament, for he both admired 
and praiſed Diodorus of Tarſus, who taught Neſto- 
rianiſm, and was beſides an admirer and defender of 
Origen. But the Catholics had provided for them- 
ſelves a retreat in this reſpect; namely, the wiew with 


which ſuch opinions were taught: if in oppoſition to 
the Catholic church, they were then heretical, and 

their authors heretics, :and of courſe danined; but if 
they were advanced only with the view of facilitating 
the knowledge of the Chriſtian faith, they were either 
uncenſured by the church, or were allowed to ex- 
plain. In a word, the eccleſiaftical polity eſtabliſhed 
by the ancient Catholics was armed at all points. I 
-am inclined to think that it js not well known by the 
moderns. When the effects which it produced axe 
: conſidered, die muſt be admitted, by all who allow ef- 

ſects to have proportionate cauſes, to have been deviſed 
with conſummate wiſdom and ſagacity. 
If what T have here laid down concerning this ce- 
lebrated eontroverſy between Juſtinian and Vigilius 
| be 


( 182 1 
be compared with the accounts of the moderns, the 
: differences will be found not to be inconſiderable. It 
is trad from the Auctarium of Theodoret, where 
each particular will be found eſtabliſned upon the beſt 
evidence which now exiſts, This work does not ſeem 
to be known to Mr. Gibbon, 

I will now conelude theſe ſtrictures with pointing 


'out a few trivial errors in this celebrated hiſtorian, 
which chiefly regard the Neſtorians; and which I . 
might expect to ſee corrected in a future edition of 
his maſterly work, had not the errors, &c, pointed 
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out by the learned and ingenious Dr. Chelſum, deen 
permitted to remain, notwithſtanding that, according 
to the Doctor himſelf, they are indefenſible. 
Vols 006495 18s 
P. is) 57. Mr. Gibbon ſays, « The Oriental 1 
et of 22 biſhops. degraded Cyril :” read, forty-three © 
| ſeven of the Oriental biſhops had Joined the Catho- 


nes. Marius Mercator, Pref. part 2, p. 27. 
P. 558. 4 He [Theodoſius] ſummoned W 
& party eight choſen deputies :? read, ſeven. Ib. p. 36. 
P. 560. © Eutyches, the hereſiarch Eutyches, is 
"0 * bonourably named by Cyril as a friend, a ſaint, and 
F « a fires 


xz . het k r CREE ya: <a r 
.. . nu 


Cbriſtian ſchool. 
the reader's phraſe, to whom Mr. Gibbon refers. 
Edeſſa was not in Perſia. See Mr. Gibbon' 8 Map. 
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110 J 
& a ffrenuous defender of the faith.” And why might 


| he not be all theſe in the opinion of the Catholic Cy- 


ril at this time ? It was not for ſixteen or ſeventeen 
years after, when Cyril was dead, 2 broached 
his heretical opinions. 1 0 

P. 560. His [ Eutyches] brother, the abbot Dat« 
« mat ius.“ They might be called brothers in a reli 


Sious ſenſe; but there being thirty-five years differ- 
ence in their ages, makes it improbable that they 


were brothers by nature : : perhaps the -farſt ſenſe 18 
at intended. | 


P. 584: „The authors, as well as the n of 


6 the three chapters were ſeparated from the commu- 


66 nion of the ſaints, and ſolemnly delivered to the 


« prince of darkneſs,” True with regard to che de- 
Fenders; but the unfortunate Theodore was the only 
one of the authors delivered up to his Satanic majeſty. 

P. 594+ e In the Perſian ſchool of Edeſſa?” read, 
— x6151999 is Theodore 


Ib. The rigid unity of the Monophyſites, whoy 


« under the reigns of Zeno and Anaſtaſius, had in⸗ 


oy, « vaded 
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184 J | 
en vaded the throne? of the Eaſt, provoked their an- 
| <« tagoniits:[ the! Neſtorians q, in a land of freedom, to 


, avow a moral, rather than a phyſſcal, union of the 


& twotperſons of Chriſt,” The Neſtorians always held 
a moral union only, and never a phyſical one. Perſons 


here ſhould be Subfiſteneies. What a rigid unlon in- 


tends I cannot ſev. Mr, 2 — ſurelys, ſup+ 


| poſe there are degrees of unity. 


P. 602, geveros condemned, f in che ſtyle of "oY 


& Honeticon; the adverſe herefies of Neſtorius and Eu- 


c tyches ; maintained againſt the latter, the reality of 


the body of Chriſt.“ This is the firſt time that 1 


have underſtood that Eutyches, denied Jeſus. Chriſt 
having a real body, He denied that his body, was 


conſubſtantial-with- ours; as not being derived from 


woman; but having been brou ght down from heavens 


P. 616. A metaphyſical religion may appear too 


refined for the capacity ol the Negto race: yet a 


Black, or a a parrot, might» be taught to repeat the 
words of the Chalcedonian, or Monophyſite - creed,” 


This paſſage-ſhews, that Mr. Gibbon thinks- that the 
whole was a diſpute of ' words, and alſo of bis not un- 
nee np a in diſcuſſion between theſe 

ſects: 7 


| 185 'S 
lofts : which it was impoſkible he ſhould, a8, lle the 
other learned moderns, he did not know the force of 
che terms introduced by the different ſects, either for 
explaining their on tenets, or expoſing the abſurdity 
of thoſe of their adver ſaries. ; 
Vol. 1 15 
P. 539 · Ur, Gibbon ſays, 6c The Jewiſh religion 
it was admirably fitted for defence, but jt was never 
« deſigned for conqueſt; and it ſeems probable, that 
e the number of proſelytes was neyer much ſuperior 
to that of Apoitates,” As I have never met with ig 
my reading of any Fewi/h apoftates, ſave that one men- 
tioned by Dr. Prieſtley from Epiphanius, who became 
a Chriſtian, that is, a worſhinper of Cbriſt, or a believer 
that be was the Meſſiah, for ſach only I call Chriſtians, 
the proportion between them can only be determined 
by knowing the number of proſelytes, of whom we 
cannot eyen form a gueſs, By apoſtates I mean Jews 
| who aſſociated in their worſhip another god or gods 
with Jehovah. the God of Iſrael, and who neglected 
the ceremonial law of Moſes. - Beſides, how could 
the Jewiſh religion be intended for conqueſt, if many 
of its "inflieutions were expreſsly appointed to diſtin- 
puiſh Jews from other people FOR EVER, | 
Par II. B b P. 540. 


/ 
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. 540. Whenever the God of Iſrael acquired any 


ce e new votaries, he was much more indebted to the in» 


ce oenſtant humour 6f Polytheiſm, than to the active 


=" zeal of his miſſionaries” This obſervation does 
not accord with hiſtorical teftimony. Jof. cont. Apion, 
"by e. 36. Matth. xxiii. 15. 8 

* 542. ee The Jeu ih converts, who acknowledped 
ce © Jeſus 1 in the charatter of the Me us: foretold by their 
« ancient oracles, reſpected him as a prophetic teacher | 
40 af religion and virtue” I truſt, that ! bave ſhewn, 
that no Jewiſh convert ever acknowledged Jeſus in that 
character. This is, beſides, inconſiſtent with Mr. 
Gibbon's notion of chere having been Jewiſh Gnoſties: 
for the Gnoſtics univerſally affirmed, that Chriſt was 
at the leaft one of the ſuperior intelligencies; ; and this 
was ſomething more than a prophetic teacher,” or the : 
Meſſiah. - OY U oargnd yd: 
1 674. note 29. 6 This bavoſy: (of 1 Paul of 0 
“ moſate}, like thoſe of Noetus and Sabellius in the 
« ſame century, tended to confound the N myſterious 
6 dittinetion of che Divine Perfons.“ It was, however, 
the very oppoſite of theirs; for Paul erred by. defect: 
whereas * erred by *. "Moreover, Noetus and 
n, 
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Sabellius, as denying a plurality of the Divine Perſons, 
e with n be ſaid to confound them. 

e "i Val. II. 55 
P. 241. While the blood of Chriſt yet ſimoaked 
4 on Mount Calvary, the Docetes: invented the im- 
ce pious and extravagant hypotheſis, that inſtead. of Iſs 
« ſuing from tlie womb of theVirgin, he had deſcended | 
| © on the banks of the Jordan, 1 in the form of. perfect 
| ce manhood'; that he had impoſed on the ſenſes of his 
c enemies, and of his diſciples and that the miniſters 
« of Pilate had waſted their impotent rage on an airy 
0 phantom, who ſeemed. to expire on the croſs, and 
« after three days to riſe from the dead,” N The ſame 
ſentiment is repeated, Vol. iv. p. 337, where Jerome' 8 
words are quoted. However, Jerome's authority is 
of no weight againſt the expreſs teſtimony. of the 
Docetes' themſelves, who fix their origin one hundred 
and fifteen years after the Crucifixion 3. amn 
Epiphansus kit. 31. S. 1. obſerves, that all the Gnoſtic 
hereſies ſprung up at one time; which, according to him, 
Mn have 22 een Ning, from his men- 


1 5 ad. Mar, 1 i. c. 1 „ Vid. reh Diltuiſition, 
„ 39+ n. rs. 8 


e * ba | tioning 
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-- Hioning Vabiitins, Buſitiges, Proferinons, ec. who ave 
| placed by all writers in the reign of Adrian. 
I have juſt looked over Dr. Chelſum's remarks and 
reply to Mr. Gibbon's vindication, in order to ſee 
& pon what grounds this celebrated writer has been 
1 attacked by Churiſtian Theologians : : the refalt has 
been, that 1 muſt agree with Mr. Gibbons, that, 
: though all they have objected agdinft him were ad- 
mitted, fo far from impugning his objections to 
4 uiſtianity, they might be only deemed a <decent liſt 
N. of errata. For Mr. Gibbon's objections appear to 
me to be =thit the doctrines, taught inthe New Te 
tament, are nit agreeable to the nature of man; — 
and even though they were diſcovered to be agreeable 
do bur nature, yet that they are inconſiſtent with, and 
bontradletory to thoſe delivered by Moſes, which | 
Would argue a mutation in the divine will and that, 
in either of theſe it, no "teſtimony can eſtabliſh 
e divine authority of fuch writingt: and thirdly _ 
and Ctiefly, That chough'the'doftrines in both Teſta- 
ments were admĩrted to be agreeable to our nature, 
and conſiſtent with each other, Rill that the teſtt- 


; won, adducible to eſtabliſh their authenticity, is of 
ſo 


41 


5 
ſo fuſpicious a nature, that writings, containing ſuch : 
wonderful relations, ought not to be received upon 
ſuch evidence, If I am well founded fin theſe con 

jectures, 1 apprehend, that all unprejudiced perſons, of 
: common underſtanding, and who ſincerely ſeek the 
truth, will agree with me, that though all that the 
Chriſtian writers have aſſerted againſt this ingenious 
author were acknowledged to be well founded, never- 
theleſs that Chriſtianity has received a mortal wound 
from him. For, whether Mr. Gibbon has fairly ro- 
preſented Oyprian's conduct, or not or whether. he 
makes Origen and Euſebius ſay more chan they did—— 
or whether Euſebius of Ceſarea cunducted the proſecu- 
tion againſt Athanaſius, or whether he did 2 
g queſtions 'of trifling concern, in compariſon of what 
appears to me to be Mr. Gibbon's grand objections to 
"Chriſtianity. From Chriſtian writers notmeeting their i 
ingenious opponent upon'thismaterial partof thequeſ- 
tion, but pointing out, and harping upon trifling miſ- 
takes, it would fem that they avoided the main ob- 
Jedion, and upon which the whole „ un- 
| anfiverale. 


f 


* 
- 
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When I reflect upon the clearneſs of underſtanding, 
and the ſagacity of Chriſtians in other ſpeculations, 
it appears to me. abſolutely unaccountable, how the 
miraculous accounts in the New Teſtament ſhould 
be at all received by them. Is it reaſonable to give 
credit to the relation of a miracle having been per- 
formed, when the ſpeQators themſelves ſeem not to 
have been impreſſed with the idea of a divine agency? 
To ſay that, their hearts were hardened by the 
Deity, as is frequently intimated, is to believe that 
... 
do the other: by which the effect of both muſt have 
been for ever loſt to poſterity, for whom it is ac- 
knowledged they were chiefly. deſigned. | Can ſuch 
abſurd conduct be aſcribed without blaſphemy to the 
Deity 2, Even in the human ſpecies ſuch conduct 
Vould be deemed extravagant. But wherefore reaſon 
| with Chriſtian Divines? It is true, that Mr. Gib- 
bon predicates rationality of ſome of them. , 101 I think 
after this, he ſhould not be deemed a ſceptic. Let then 
ſome one of theſe rational divines prove, upon unſuſ- 
ſpicious evidence, that the Goſpel of Matthew, or 
any other book of the N ew Teſtament, even exi zu in in 
the 
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the firſt century of Chriſtianity, I have ſeen all 
- Lardner's collections of hearſays concerning this queſ- 
tion, the very peruſal of which made me at once an 
unbelieyer of its being an authentic relation: for to 
credit hiraculous relations upon hearſay evidence, 


even though the writings themſelves contained no in- 


ternal marks of ſpuriouſneſs, | with which however 


they abound, appears to me, and on any indifferent 


queſtion would ſo to all the world, a proof of extreme 


: bigotry, or weakneſs of underſtanding. 


From the peruſal of Dr. Chelſum's reply to Mr. 
Gibbon, I find that he, as well as another learned 


anonymous Chriſtian, i is of opinion, that Euſebius of 


Cæſarea did not preſide in the ſynod in which Atha- 


naſius was condemned ; and that Potamo, the Martyr, 


was not well founded in imputing criminal compliances 


to this celebrated biſhop. But that Euſebius of Cæ- 


ſarea did preſide in this council, and that Potamo was 
well founded ' in his charge againſt him, wut be admit- 


ted from what Epiphanius ſays concerning this tranſ- 


action: fot he firſt obſerves, that Euſebius of Cæſarea, 


with ſome others, was appointed to judge Athanaſius. 


He then obſerves, that Potamo, the Martyr, whom he 
calls 
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calls a plain ſpoken man, ſeeing Euſebius fiting, and 


e cated Euſebius, and is Athanaſius landing, to be 
« judged by you ? Who can ſuffer ſuch things? Tell 
e me, you, were you not in priſon with me. in time of 
« perſecution. I truly loſt an eye for the truth : but 


4 you are here ſafe and ſound. By what means did 
1 you eſcape from prin, unleſs by confe Nag that 
« you did ſomething unlawful, or by agually doing 

4 ſo? Euſebius, ſtung at hearing theſe words, roſe 
up, and diſſolved the council, ſaying, „If you come 
<« here, and object ſuch thing againſt us, truly What 


< your accuſers ſay muſt be true: for if you act ſo 


& violently here, how much more in your own 
< country ?” Not a word is mentioned in the whole : 
| ſeftion of Euſobius of Nicomedia; as for inferences 
drawn from letters, they ſhould be utterly diſregarded 


_ againſt ſuch expreſs teſtimony. That Euſebius was 


guilty is' clear, from the ſhameful obſervation with 
which he diſſolves the meeting, independently of the 
unparalled impudence which Potamo muſt have poſ- 
ſeſſed, to impute ſuch a charge againſt the preſident” 

- if an aſſembly; many of whom muſt, equally as him- 
„ ſelf, 


Athanaſius landing, weeping exclaims, Are you 


\ 
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ſelf, have known whether it was well founded or 
+ Surely Epiphanius ſhould have cautioned the 
55 were Potamo unfounded in bi accuſa- 
tion. 7 Having ſhewn this courtly biſhop to have 
been an Arian, perhaps the Orthodox will no longer 

contend for the immaculateneſs of his character. 
Chriſtian writers plume chemſelves upou the diſ- 
covery of Biſhop Watſon, that Pliny's epiſtle devot- 
ed to eclipſes of an extraordinary. nature and unuſual 
duration, conũſts only of three or four lines, and there- 
fore that it is not ſurpriſing, the wonderful eclipſe or 
darkneſs, which took place at the Paſſion, has not 
been noticed by him. Now I will appeal to every 
unprejudiced perſon, whether it would not be very 
ſtrange indeed, had ſuch an effect taken place, 
which we are told affected the inhabited world, that 
neither Seneca, nor Pliny, nor any other of the an- 
cient Heathen writers which have come down to us, 
have at all noticed it. 2dly, Admitting that the dark» 
neſs and earthquake affected only the land of Judea, 
as the moderns more conveniently interpret the Greek 
terms, which literally ſignify the inhabited werld, that 
it ſhould not appear very extraordinary, that none of 
_ the ancients have recorded the phenomenon, which 
Parr II. Cc | happening 
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happening at 9001 day, muſt have appeared to them 
preternatural. 3dly, Admitting that the darkneſs 
only affected the region about Jeruſalem, as ſome of 
the moderns, fiill more conveniently, expound the paſſage; 
would it not be very ſurprizing, that ſuch a pheno- | 
menon ſhould be entirely unnoticed by Heathen 
writers. How happened it that neither Pilate, nor 
any of the officers of the Roman garriſon then at 
Jeruſalem, ſhould have given to their curious friends 
at Rome and elſewhere, no account whatever of ſuch 
an uncommon phenomenon, accom panied even with the 
riſing of the dead out of the tombs? I ſhall here alſo 
re that the moſt ancient of the Chriſtian writers 
ſuppoſed, that the extraordinary darkneſs was cauſed 
by a ſolar eclipſe *; * which was abandoned, when! it was 
diſcovered by them, that, | in the time of full —_ no 
ſolar eclipſe can take place. 
The reader i is not to imagine, by what 1 nie juft 
ſaid concerning Mr. Gibbon, that I have the preſamp- 
tion to think myſelf competent to be his defender, 
His own vindication ſhews, that he wants no ally. 
Beſides, 1 think, that the general complexion of that 


® See Lang- An. Julius Africanua TRE 
| FP RS" part 
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part of his hiſtory, which relates to Chriſtianity, as 
diſplaying the hand of an enemy, is juſtly cenſurable; 
ah with the impartial, muſt conſiderably leſſen the 
intended effect. F or to ſuch it muſt immediately 


occur, " this 1 1s the relation of an enemy.“ ; 
I ſhall no longer defer ſubmitting to us reader, 

what induces me to attend public worſhip at Mr. 
Lindſey s Chapel ; where, as being an Ebionite, and of 
courſe not believing that Jeſus was the Chriſt, he 
might think, were I truly conſcientious, I ſhould not 
attend. 
If the reader will look lach to notes 29 and 30 of 
the Preliminary Diſquiſition to the firſt Part, he will 
perceive, that the Simplices and Idiotæ of Tertullian, 
and the corporeal believers of Origen, muſt have com- 
poſed the greater part of Chriſtian aſſemblies. Now 
theſe Simplices, 7 diotæ, and corporeal believers, it is clear, 
knew nothing of the divinity of Chriſt, and therefore 
deſerved at leaſt the title Ebionites; for theſe, 28 
obſerved by Moſheim, did not ſeparare themſelves from 
other Chriſtians, by forming different congregations, 5 
for ſome ages after Chriſt: therefore, if perſons mw 
2 this faith, attended Chriſtian meetings, in 

| Cc2 which 
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which no mention was made of the divinity of Jeſas, 
nor prayer offered to him, I only follow the example 
of the early Ebionzans, by reſorting a Chriſtian aſſem- 
bly, in which a ſimilar mode of worſhip is, in the 
moſt explicit manner, profeſſed. 

I will not deny, that I think it highly improper, that 
even the name of Jeſus Chriſt ſhould be at all intro- 
duced in prayers offered to the ONE only and TRUE 
GOD, as is practiſed in this aſſembly. For, it being 
the general ſentiment of the members of it, that Jeſus 
_ Chriſt was only a mere man, like unto Moſes, and in 
like manner commiſſioned. as he was, it appears to 
me, that perſons thus thinking mould, like the Jews, 
who never introduced the name of Moſes 3 in their ad- 
dreſſes to the Deity, omit the name of Jeſus Chriſt 

| alſo in their addreſſes to the Deity. I am aware, that 
this congregation | is warranted in introducing his 
name in its addreſſes to the Deity, by ſeveral paſſages 
in Pauls Epiſtles; but, independently of their being of 
no ſufficient external evidence to eſtabliſh the au- 


thenticity of theſe writings, I think that reflecting 
perſons, of the Humaniſt perſwaſion, ought to eſteem 
this not a weak argument againſt the genuineneſs 
of 
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of thoſe Epiſtles in which ſuch paſſuges are met 
with. Wing“ 

It being a pretty general opinion among Chiiſtians, 
that ppiracles are a deciſive teſt of a perſon being di- 
vinely commiſſioned, I ſhall here mention what in- 


duces me, independently of the obvious objection to 


ſuch a proof of its requiring miraculous teſtimony to 
eſtabliſh it, to be of a contrary opinion; in which I 
conceive I am ſupported by Scripture 3 and which, in 
diſcuſſions of this nature, ſhould be held to be con- 
cluſive. By Scripture 1 mean the Word of God, as ac- 
knowledged by all believers in revealed religion. Some 


comprehend under this term, all'the canonical books of 


the Old and New Teſtament; others allow, that er- 
rors and miſtakes have crept into theſe writings; and 
therefore, that they have a right to exerciſe their 
judgment, in ſelecting only what appears to them to 
be the genuine Word of God. Fe or myſelf, I confine 
ſcripture to the moral and ritual law of Moſes, the 
firſt of which only reſpects me; neither do I think 
that this is totally free from impurities. © 

The following paſſages of Scripture appear to me to 


de deciſive againſt miracles being a teſt of a Divine 


miſſion: 


1 * 1 
miſhon : : Deut. xili. 1, 2, gent? If there ſhall ariſe 


& among you a prophet, or a dreamer of dreams, and 


e giveth thee a ſign or a wonder, and the ſign and the 
ec wonder come to paſs whereof he ſpake unto thee, 
« ſaying, let us go after other Gods, which thou haſt 
cc not known, and let us ſerve them; thou ſhalt not 
e hearken unto the words of that prophet, or that 
o dreamer of dreams: for the Lord your. God pro- 
*. veth you, to know whether you love the Lord your 
« God with all your heart, and with all your ſoul,” 
Here the Iſraelites are cautioned againſt going after 
| ather Gods, even though ſigns and wonders were 
done to induce them to it. 'The Greek: terms, here 
rendered by ſigns and wonders, are thoſe applied in the 
New Teſtament to the miracles of Chriſt : therefore, 
miracles are proſcribed by Jehovah as an argument to 
the Jews to follow other Gods. Again, Deut. xviii. 
18, 19, 20, 27, 22, © I will raiſe them up a prophet 
E from among their brethren like unto thee, and will 


ec « put my words in his mouth, and he ſhall ſpeak vnto 
| « them all that 1 command him, And it ſhall come 
4 to paſs, that whoſoever will not hearken unto my . 
« words which he ſhall ſpeak in my name, I will 


_ & require 


1 1 

4c require it of him. But the prophet which ſhall 
cc preſume to ſpeak a word in my name, which I have 
40 DR communities him to ſpeak, or that ſhall ſpeak in 
cc the name of other Gods, even that prophet ſhall die. 
« And if thou ſay in thine heart, how ſhall we know 
« the word which the Lord hath not ſpoken > When 
« a prophet ſpeaketh in the name of the Lord, if the 


ce © thing follow not, nor come to paſs, that i is the thing 
« which the Lord hath not ſpoken, but the prophet 

« hath ſpoken it preſumptuouſly ; thou ſhalt not be 
e afraid of him.“ Here we find the teſt of a perſon's a 
being divinely commiſſioned, to be the Foretelling ſome- 
thing which was Shortly to happen. As to miracles 

being fuch a teſt, the law of Mofes i is entirely ſilent 

concerning them. And as it is declared, in Deut. iv. 
te Thou ſhalt not add unto the word which 1 

7 command you. Would it not be adding to the 
word to make miracles a teſt of a divinely commiſ-_ 
ſioned perſon, when the word, or law itſelf, is entirely 
ſilent concerning them. Moreover, does not this 
very ſilence condemn miracles as a teſt? and ſurely 
with great reaſon: it being impoſſible in many in- 


Ranoes for the ſpeRator to draw the line between 


b 


natural 


L 200 } 


natural effects, and the arreſting the laws. Y na- 


ture. ert \ 1 RO 
This leads me to what I hinted at, p. Wy Part firſt, 
concerning the origin "of the term Chriſt. 1 then ob- 
ſerved, that every ect muſt have a proportionats cauſe: * 
now what cauſe could bave induced the High Prieſt 
to call Jeſus upon his trial, Chriſt, or the Anointed, 
bf the Meſſiah, when hermuſt have known that he 
had not been anointed; for by no other perſon could 
he haye been legally anointed by, except by himſelf: 
And, admitting that his had come to the knowledge 
of his having been anointed by the woman prior to his 
5 trial, he could not have deemed ſuch an anointing a 
legal anointing ; nor of courſe have given him an ap- 
pellation from it. Beſides, there is no ſuch term as 
_ Chriſt in the Hebrew language. It follows, therefore, 
that ve muſt ſeek its origin in other languages. 1 
The term Chriſt, as being a cognomen, or nick · 
name, muſt be g nificative, and muſt have been ap- 
plied RA as a mark of honour, or of deriſion: that 
it was not given from the. firſt motive, muſt be ac» 
knonledged from the extreme unpopularity of the 
followers of Jeſus for ſeveral years after his paſſion, 


Ws | _ However 
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However, this term as we find it actually wrirten, is 


an honourable epithet. As it was firſt applied, according 
to the Acts of the Apoſtles, to the diſciples of Jeſus 


at Antioch, where the Greek language was chiefly 


ſpoken, it is clearly derived from a Greek term (xrio), 


which ſignifies to anoint: but wherefore ſhould the 
Greeks call the followers of Jefus, the followers of the 
Anointed, or Chriſtians ? Beſides, had this name ſo 


honourable an origin, how happens it, as we ſhall 


 prefently ſee, chat St. Paul, as if deſigned, avoids it, 
both with regard to himſelf, and to the other follow- 


ers of Chriſt. We muſt therefore ſeek another ſource 


for this epithet. 

Tertullian and Lactantius [See firſt Part, p. 6. how) 
have informed us, that this term was written Chreſtus 
by unbelievers, If this be allowed to be the proper 
mode of writing it, (and as an epithet applied by unbe- 

lievers to diſtinguiſh the followers of Jeſus, they ſhould 
ſurely be the beſt judges of the proper manner of writ=. 


ing it,) a very ſimple origin, for tlie name at once pre- 


ſents itſelf, namely, that it is derived from the Greek tetih 


xiaw (krao), which ſignifies to return an oracular an- 


ſwer, and therefore Chreſtus is equivalent to prophe- 


ſier, and Chreſtians to followers of the Propheſier. 


PART II. D d This 


[ 


2 
— — 


* - — ot 5 — 
— . - 2 he tx X Aa "ab; a6 
— ECO, ES”... * 8 ns 


—— 
0 „ — — : yo 
— * 7 "ISO "0 499 ER — 2 
— = — — 2 "ey ——. 4 —.— — F I JED 8 
21>"; 8 2 — A —— Z —_ = 
6 Pitts . 2” In. WE I, Ba : 5 — 1 - 
«a — = — r 
: : \ es, 7 ts RS? 3 * _ — 
7 2 I * 4 27 — 
* — od W — * — * C4 
93 2 * . WR f _ 
2 — 4 8 
= g 


_ —_— ——_ 
2. — eee 
7 3 r 
of r * — op AR; 
7 Ws. p 
2 — = Pu 
— — 4 * po . 
— Nr mM Od 
TAL * 2 2 — 
<A % . 


— 


L 202 
T his origin of the name, being a diſhonourable one, 
is the more natural, from its having being given by un- 
believers *. And chat Chreſtus implied a bad mean- 
ing, is equally clear; from Tertullian and Lactantius 
giving t themſelves the trouble of ſetting the Heathens 
right with reſpect to the proper mode of writing it. | 
*Farther, will not this origin of the name account for 
the manner in which Pliny expreſſes himſelf concern- 
ing it, Nomen ipſum, etiamſi flagitiis careat, an fagitia 
cobaerentia nomini puniantur +. Surely ſuch language 
was highly proper in the mouth of a Roman Procon- 

ſul, if Chreſtus be admitted to be the true mode of 
writing it, and that it is equivalent to propheſier; for 
: people pretending to this character, howeyer virtuous 
in themſelves, are ever, and with great reaſon, looked 
upon with a Jealous eye by every government. | This, 
admitting the genuineneſs of this letter, will, in a 
conſiderable degree, exculpate both. Trajan, and Pliny 
from the charge of cruelty, which bave hitherto, 
with, much juſtice, been imputed to. them Dy; Chri- 


tians. But, whether the letter be genuine, or not, 


4 ry Epiph. Her. 20. S. 1. 


The appellation itſelf, though free from e or having the crime: 
| dbering to the appellation, ought to be puniſhed,* | 


its 
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its extreme antiquity, being cited by Tertullian, 
equally ſupports my hypotheſis, 

But it will be aſked, perhaps, why ſhould the Greeks 
call the followers of Jeſus Chre/tians ; that is, followers 
of the Propheſier ? That the name was not applied 
for ſome time after the crucifixion of Jeſus to his fol- 
lowers, is the unanimous teſtimony of antiquity : 
which to thoſe who look for a connection between 
effects and cauſes, muſt appear very extraordinary 
ſeeing that, according to the relations delivered in : 
the Goſpels, he is upon his trial called Chriſt : and 
in a few years after, according to the Acts '6f che 
Apoſtles, his followers were very numerous, but, 
nevertheleſs, undiflinguiſhed by any peculiar appella- 
tion : all this muſt ſurely appear very unaccountable. 
For my part, T am inclined to think, that the 
followers of Jeſus were not thus diſtinguiſhed till 
after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem by Titus, when his 
followers declared, that the event had been foretold 
by their Maſter Jeſus; alluding to the converſation | 
which piſſed between him and the Apoſtles, concern- 
ing the deſtruction of Jeruſalem and its Temple; 
| who upon that account acquired the name of Chreſ- 
| Dd2 e tians, 


1 
tians, or the followers of the Prophefier or Chref- 
tus. \ 1 35 FR 
Let us now. examine whether facts 1 8 with this 
theory; ; for if they 40,1 apprehend, it will be eſteemed 
a ſtrong argument in favour of the hypotheſis. Now, 


that Luke the Evangeliſt avoided uſing this term, will 


clearly appear from the following paſſage of Dr. Heu- 


man's, who cannot be ſuppoſed to be partial to a the- 
ory. unknoyn to him, cited by Lardner, vol. vi. p. 266. 
note k. Former edit. of the Hiſtory of the Apoſtles and 
Evangeliſts, vol. ii. p. 68. of which I ſhall only give a 


tranſlation, Lardner's works. being now within the | 
reach of every perſon. Dr. Heuman ſays, e But not 
= only it cannot be proved, that the diſciples of Chriſt 


ce © made uſe of the appellation. of Chriſtians, but it may 
« « alſo be denied with ſtrong arguments. For firſt Luke 
4 ſhould, i in the following chapters of his book, make 


6c < uſe of fthis appellation, i. if the Chriſlians, of Antioch 


_ had impoſed this name upon. themſelves. But that 
& is not done even once by him, for as before he called 
— . the profeſſors of the Chriſtian religion, ſometimes 
ce diſciples, chap. i. 1 . vi. 1 2, 7. ix. 1, 10, 19, 255 
4 25, 36.25 eme brothers, ix. 30. x. 23+ xi. 1, 
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& 123 once even them that believed, iv. 32; and 
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«© once the ſaints, ix. 32. Thus after mentioning the 
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6 riſe of the name of the Chriſtians, he once calls them, —_—_ 
cc «£ they which believed, i. 25. In other places, either = 1 

c“ c diſciples, xi. 29, xili. 52. xiv. 20, 28. xvi. 1. xvili. | 

& 23, 27. XIx. 1, 9. XX. I, 7, 30. Xxi. 43 16, or bro- 
c thers, xi. 29. xii. 17. XV. I, 3. 225 237 3%» 33» 40. 


& XVI. 25 40. Xxvii. 6, 10, Ie XVI 18. xxi. 7, 17. xxviii. 


& 14, 15. And in the ſubſequent note, ſhewing that 


St. Paul in like manner declined the uſe of it, Dr. 


Henman fays, „If in that time in which P aul 5 
« taught at Antioch, the diſciples of Chriſt had of their 


6. own accord aſſumed this name, it cannot be doubted 
cc but that the Apoſtle [Paul] would have made uſe of 
4 this appellation i in hisepiſtles. But healways makes 


ec uſe of another name. In his exordiums he is accuſ- 
<«. tamed tocall them ſaints. Having got a fit occaſion 
6 of calling them Chriſtians, Rom. vii. 9. Gal. v. 24. : 
he choſe neyertheleſs to call chem thoſe. of Chriſt. 

<« Nay, when,Agrippa,, Acts xxvi. 28. uttered . theſe 
7 words, almoſt thou perſuadeſt me to be a Chriſti- 
4 an: as if avoiding the name, he does not thus anſwer 

= him, {aouly cel ebener 4 Chriſtian, but“ Iwould 
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. that thou wert ſack as I am.” That paſſage in (heb. 3 bs 
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1 22. is remarkable; for chere Paul does not ſay © Chy;/: 
4 tian cburc hes, but churches © which were in Chriſt. 
e In like manner, 1 Tim. v. 16, where he could ſay, ;f 
« any Chriſtian man or woman, he thus ſpeaks, * if any 
« man or woman that believeth.” Now can it be 
« believed, if the Church itſelf had been the author of 
te this appellation, that Paul would have ſo fudienſly 
c avoided the making uſe of it? I remember, alſo, that 
* Iſidore of Peluſium, formerly propoſed this queſtion, 
& 1, iy, ep. 61, Why has Paul no where made uſe of 
n the name of Chriſtian? but there is no anſwer to it,” 
The learned Doctor ſuppoſes, that Luke and Paul 
avoided uſing the name, leaſt people might imagine 
that Chriſt was only like the ordinary leaders of ſeQs; 
but how much more probable is it to ſuppoſe, that 
they did ſo to avoid an opprobious appellation. More- 
over, that this term was not eſteemed" of any con- 
ſequence at all by the primitive Chriſtians, may be 
fairly deduced from Tertullian's ſaying againſt Praxeas, 
that it was a mere accident that Jeſus was ſo called; 
for that he might be as well called coated, booted, as 
anointed—Jtaque Chriſtum facis patrem flultiſſime, qui 
nec ipſam vim inſpicias nominis Iujur, fi tamen nomen 
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e Chriſtus, et non appellatio potius; undtus enim 


Arni fficatur. Undtus autem non magis nomen eſt, quam 


weſtitus, quam calceatus accidens nominis res. c. 28 . 
I ſhall now lay before the reader thoſe reaſons which 
have induced me to think that the Hebrews believing 
in Chrift, Jews, Samaritans, Nicolaitans, Nazarenes, 
Ebionites, Elceſaites, O ens, Cerinthians, Carpocratians, 
Maſſalians or Entbuffaſts, were only different appel- 
lations of one lect; and that there was no other differ · 


ences. between them of any conſequence, except that 


ſome of thoſe appellations were peculiarly applied to 


the Hebrew believers in Jeſus, and ſome to thoſe of ; 
the Gentiles who entertained the ſame opinion of him 
as the Hebrew believers ; except that the term Jews 
ſometimes ſignifies, in the ancient writers, unbelieving 
Hebrews ; but in general, I apprehend. it will be 
found to be applied rather to the Gentile beljevers, 
who thought as the Hebrew believers ; and that the 
-  #* You make the Father to be Chriſt, you fooliſh blockhead, who do 
not conſider the meaning itſelf of this name, if indeed it be a name, and 
not rather an appellation ; for it ſignifies being anointed. But being 


anointed is no more a name than being coated, being booted ; "_ only 
the accident of a name. 


general 
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very ſtrong preſumptive argument in ſupport of my 
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general appellation of theſe laſt, and 5 — 


to them, was Nararene. 


Upon reading over Dr. Lardner's „ Hiſtory of He. 


retics ; and after having hit upon, as 1 apprehended, 
the jet of the Gnoſtic hereſy, or the cauſe which 
gave riſe to it, and the appellation, namely, the am- 


bition of being able'to account for the evil which is 


' obſervable both in the phyſical and moral world upon 


the principles of natural reaſon, as already obſerved in 


. the Preliminary Diſquiſition to the firſt Part of this 


work; the origin, or the reaſon, of the appellation 


of Chriſtians occurring to me about the ſame time, 


I was particularly attentive to what ſects this epithet 5 
Was applied. I had always thought it very extraor- 


dinary, that in all Dr. Prieſtley's writings, who pre- 


fumes that the Nazarenes and Ebionites were one 


fer, and the genuine diſciples or converts of the 


apoſtles of Jeſus among the Jews and Gentiles, I never 


perceived any paſſage from the Fathers which - 
prefely aſſerted it, though I entertained no doubt my: : 
ſelf of the truth of the fact. This I conſidered as a 


OWN 
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own hypotheſis, that the epithet of Chriſtus was no 


other than that of Chreſtus written with an i, which 
changed its meaning from Prop bheſier to Anointed; and 
which attached to certain ſect or ſects of the follow- 


ers of Jeſus; but was diſregarded by others: and that 


by the change of a letter, what was originally intended 


as an opprobious name, became an honourable appel- 
lation; and that, in conſequence of this ſeCt aſſum- 


ing the honourable appel lation of Chriſtian, they main- 


tained that they derived it from Jeſus, who was the 
Me Naß foretold by the Jewiſh prophets ; which term 


Was equivalent to the Greek term Chr iftus, or anoint- 
ed. What further induced me to imagine that all 


the other appellations were only different names of 


Ebionites or Nazarenes, was, that J perceived that 


they were all believers in Jeſus, in ſome ſenſe or 


other; but ſtill that they were not, no more than the 


Ebionites or Nazarenes, ever called Chriſtians. I then 


paid particular attention to the tenets of all thoſe ſects 


who believed ſome how or other in Jeſus, and yet were 


never called Chriſtians; and from the coincidence in 


ſome main points, I entertained no doubt myſelf, but 
PART II. ws that 
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a the appellation of Ebionite might july be pre- 


dicated of each of them. And I cannot ſay how 


much I was ſurpriſed, and, I may add, pleaſed, at find- 


ing this hypotheſis ſupported by the teſtimony of 


Epiphanius and Theodoret. The coincidences which 


I remarked, are as follow : 


_ Firſt, They [Ebionites and Nazarenes] maintained, 


_ that Jehovah, the God of Iſrael, was the Maker 
of this world; which diſtinguiſhed them from the 
| Gnoſtics, who held, that it was made by angels, or a 
created and finite intelligence ; 5 as alſo, from the Ca- : 
tholics, who held, that it was made by the God-Word, 
or begotten Son of God, ar 


Secondly, They all agr eed, Or rather there is no- 


ming aſſerted to the contrary by the Fathers, i in wor- 
ſhipping ONE GOD, the Jehovah of the Hebrews, 


and Him only. Whereas the Gnoſtics did not worſhip 
Tehovah at all, holding Him to be either a finite, or 


malevolent Being. The Chriſtians, on the other hand, 
| though they worſhipped the Jehovah of Iſrael, never- 


theleſs, added another obj ect to their religious worſhip, 
n Jeſus, whom they called the Chriſt, or the 
| mans 


— 


1 


Meſſiah. At what time Chriſt was introduced as a 


public object of worſhip, cannot, I apprehend, be now 


determined. When Origen wrote his Treatiſe upon 
Prayer *, from his expreſſly affirming that prayer was 


only due to the Father, and not to Chriſt, it is clear 


that, at that time, he was not a public object of wor- 


ſhip. However, that learned Chriſtians thought that 


he ought to be worſhipped, is plain from the paſſages 
of the ſame Origen, alluded to by Dr. Knowles in his 


Primitive Chriſtianity. Novatus, who flouriſhed a 


5 little later than Origen, ſeems alſo to exclude him as 
an object of worſhip +. This latter evidently expreſles 


himſelf as having a dread of the Praxean, or perhaps 


the Sabellian hereſy. Without being at all poſitive, 1 
am inclined to think, that jeſus Chriſt was not uni- 


verſally acknowledged, by the Catholics, to be an ob- 


| ject of public worſhip, till after the council of Nice; 


when by declaring him to be Homoouſios, or one 


| ſubſiſtence with the Father, they might ſafely affirm 


that they worſhipped only one God. Tertullian alſo, 


who held that the Father and Son were one ſubſiſtence, 


comparing the Trinity to a tree; cannot, I apprehend, 


gee Firſt Part, P. 46, + Preliminary Dilquilkion, P- 471 Be 
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be juſtly taxed with Polytheiſm : but when the Ca- 


tholics, in conſequence of the Sabellian hereſy, had 


divided the ſubſiſtencies, it muſt clearly follow, that 


did they at the ſame time worſhip Jeſus Chriſt, they 
would then "YO had 700 ſeparated objects of worſhip; Y 


and therefore could not have ayoided the imputation 


of being Polytheiſts : but when the virtue of the 


term Homoouſios had been revealed to Athanaſius, 


the Catholics might and did maintain that they held 


one God and three Gods at the ſaine time, or a Tri- 


nity in Unity, or a Unity in Trinity, So that the 


foundation of the Catholic faith, and I may add of its 
eccleſiaſtical polity, was laid at the council of Nice. 


This is farther ſupported from the Catholics, in their 


. controverſies with the Arians and other heretics, ne- 


ver referring to the writers of the farſt centuries, par- 


ticularly to the apoſtolical or primitive Fathers, nor, 


I may add, to thoſe of the third century, for a perfect 
developement of the true Catholic faith: their refe- 
rences to theſe being only upon ſingle, detached, heads. 


For inſtance, did they want to prove the Father and 


Son one, Tertullian was authority for this: did they . 


want to prove the ſeparation of the ſubſiſtencies, or 


e 


E 913; 


that the Father and Son were two, the apoſtolical and 


primitive Fathers might be cited in ſupport of this opĩ · 


nion, which, together with their being acquainted 


with the ſufferings of God, points out their age; 


namely,' after the Sabellian hereſy. - And the writings, 


aſcribed to them, were impoſed on the world as the 


produQtions of holy men, who lived in the age of the 


apoſtles, to confute that hereſy. But the divine ſub- 


ſiſtencies being in theſe writings too much ſeparated, 


and, perhaps, the forgery of them being too well known, 
they ſeem to have been little attended to by the Ca- 
tholics of the fourth and fifth centuries ; though by 


our modern Doctors they are held in the higheſt eſteem: 


and this too though they abound with Hing puerilities, 


that would ſcarcely be borne by the weakeſt fanatics of 


the preſent age: and which prove, beyond a doubt, 


of what ſort the converts to Chriſtianity were in the 


third century, when theſe writings were forged. 


However, an eccleſiaſtical polity, deſigned with the 7 


deepeſt foreſight, and- perfected in about a cen» 


tury and an half, enabled the Catholics ſucceſsfully 


to contend with, and finally to cruſh, all their 


rivals. 


Thir dly, 
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Thirdly, All theſe ſets agreed in maintaining, that 
Jeſus Chriſt was a mere man. What is ſaid of Ce- 
rinthus, that he held, that Jeſus was under the tu- 


 telage of a ſuperior angelic Being, called the Chriſt, is 


utterly improbable, For he is allowed to have been a 
Jew, and to have lived in the apoſtolic age. Now, it 


is impoſſible that any Jew, without forgetting Jehovah | 


and Moſes, could ever entertain ſuch a notion, Did 


he hold this opinion, he would have been a Gnoſtic ; 


and then, contrary to the expreſs teſtimony of Firmi- 
lian and Cyprian *, who flouriſhed ſo much nearer the 


time, there would have been Gnoſties in the apoſtolic 


age. Moreover, the ridiculous tory which is related, 


both of Cerinthus and of Ebion, concerning St. John's 


refuſing to go into the ſame bath with one or other 


of them, leſt it might fall on him for being in com- 


pany with ſuch an impious wretch, is, independently 


of its improbability, difficult to be reconciled with 


chronology. The age of theſe two heretics, whom I 


fer uple not to pronounce to be fictitious perſonages, is 


not determined by the Fathers; ſome of-them placing 


them earlier, others later, which, when it happens. to 


9 


* See Preliminary Diſquiſition, . 39. 


the 


1 
the heads of ſects, ſhould be efteemed a ſtrong preſump- 
tive argument againſt their ever having had a real 
' exiſtence. | 
Farther, that Cerinthus was an Ebionite, did ever 
ſuch a perſon exiſt, may be well preſumed from the 
place which he occupies in Epiphanius; who places 
him after Carpoerates, who held that Jeſus was a mere 
man next follows Cerinthus, who, according to him, 
maintained the ſame opinion: then follow the Naza- 
renes and Ebionites, whoſe opinions on this head were 
the ſame: after whom he places Valentinus, the Gnoſ- 
tic. Now the hereſy preceding that of the Carpocra- 
tians is that of the Gnoſtics : ſo that it may be in- 
ferred from Epiphanius; that he preſumed that the Car- 
pocratians, Cerinthians, Nazarenes, and Ebionites, 
agreed incertaineſſentials; and for which reaſon he placed 
them in ſucceſſion: or that, by placing them between 
two orders of Gnoſtics, he held that they were a third 
order ; an opinion too abſurd to be admiſfible. 
Theodoret is ſtill more ſatisfactory on this head. 
After treating of the different ſorts of Gnoſtics in his 
firſt book; he devotes his ſecond entirety to thoſe 
who held that Jeſus was a mere man; amongſt whom 
he 
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he places Cerinthus, and of courſe acknowledged 
bim not as a Gnoſtic, It is true, he places Carpocra- 
tes among the Gnoſtics; and very Juſtly, could his ac- 
count be depended on, For he imputes to him the 
fooliſh notion, that this world was made by Angels; 
5 which was therefore the cauſe of moral and phyſical 

evil, as proceeding or being the work of finite Beings. 
But what he ſays upon this head is utterly improba- 
ble, and reſts upon the teſtimony of Irenæus; whom 
1 hall elſewhere ſhew to have been a fictitious perſon- 
age; who however has had the modeſty to ſay, that 
what he ſaid of the Cerinthians was very improbable; 
but that he had found it fe written in their books. 
Theodoret, I. i. c. 5. | 
| Fourthly, Thoſe believers in Jeſus, who are not by 

any of the Fathers called Chriſtians, agreed in encou- 
raging the propagation of the human ſpecies, and being 
enemies of Encratiſm, or choſe whimſical opinions 
which condemned fleſhly enjoyments. This peculiar- 
ity of ſentiment was, in theſe early ages of Chriſtian- 
ity, as diſtinguiſhing a characteriſtic of a ſect as any 
other. Men, when left to their own fancies, imagine, 
that, by not indulging their natural deſires, they render 


them- 


[ a7 Þ 


themſelves more pleaſing in the eyes of God: and it 


requires ſome philoſophy to be ſenſible of the folly of 


ſuch a notion. Now, however learned and ſenſible 


the Gnoſtics were in other reſpects, they were the 
firſt, among the followers of Jeſus, who taught Eng 
cratiſm: for which they are condemned in the 


Epiſtles aſcribed to Saint Paul; and alſo by the ee. 


thodox of the ſecond century, Towards the lat- 
ter end of the third century, the Orthodox them- 


{elves thought, that denying the fleſhly appetites, 


implied ſuperior holineſs. But upon this head, as 


well as upon every other which diſtinguiſhed thoſe 


ſeas, who were not honoured with the appellation of 


Chriſtian, and which I call by the general name of 


Ebionite, there does not appear ever to have been but 


one ſentiment concerning theſe. four points. Theirbeing 


enemies to Eneratiſm, is beſides i in perfect conſonance 


with the Moſaic diſpenſation ; which, if derived from 


God, as Moſes has declared, and that That by Jeſus 
had the ſame origin, evinces a perfect agreement be- 
tween the two diſpenſations : : which muſt be the fact, 


if both were derived from the only ALL-PERFECT, 
Part, II. is AL. 
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he places Cerinthus, and of courſe acknowledged 


him not as a Gnoſtic, It is true, he places Carpocra- 


tes among the Gnoftics ; : arid very juſtly, could his ac- 


count be depended on, For he imputes to him tlie 


fooliſh notion, that this world was made by Angelo; ; 
which was therefore the cauſe of moral and phyſical 


| evil, as proceeding or being the work of finite Beings. 


But what he ſays upon this head is utterly improba- 


ble, and reſts upon the teſtimony of Irenzus ; whom 


] ſhall elſewhere ſhew to have been a fictitious perſon- 


age; who however has had the modeſty to ſay, that 


what he ſaid of the Cerinthians was very improbable; 


but that he had found it 75 written in their books. 


Theodoret, I. i. c. 5. 
Fourthly, Thoſe believers in Jeſus, who are not by 

any of the Fathers called Chriſtians, agreed in encou- 

raging the propagation of the human Npecies, and being 5 


enemies of Encratiſm, or thoſe whimſical opinions 


which condemned fleſhly enjoyments. This peculiar- 1 


ity of ſentiment was, in theſe early ages of Chriſtian- 


ity, as diſtinguiſhing a charaRteriſtic of a ſe as any 


other. Men, when left to their own fancies, imagine, 


| that, by not indulging their natural deſires, they render 


them - 


E 
themſelves more pleaſing in the eyes of God: and it 


requires ſome philoſophy to be ſenſible of the folly of 


ſuch a notion. Now, however learned a6 ſenſible 


the Gnoſtics were in other reſpects, they were the 
firſt, among the followers of Jeſus, who taught Eny 
cratiſm : for which they are condemned in the 


Epiſtles aſcribed to Saint Paul; and alſo by the Or- 


thodox of the ſecond century. Towards the lat- 


ter end of the third century, the Orthodox them- 


{elves thought, that denying the fleſhly appetites, 
implied ſuperior holineſs. But upon this head, as 
well as upon every other which diſtinguiſhed thoſe 
ſects, who were not honoured with the appellation of 
| Chriſtian, and which I call by the general name of 


Ebionite, there does not appearever to have been but 


one ſentiment concerning theſe. four points, Their being 


enemies to Encratiſm, is beſides | in perfect conſonance 


with the Moſaic diſpenſation; which, if derived from 
God, as Moſes has declared, and that That by Jeſus 
had the ſame origin, evinces a perfect agreement be- 


tween the two diſpenſations: which muſt be the fact, 


if both were derived from the only ALL-PERFECT, 
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ALL-POWERFUL, and ALL-WISE Bix: the former 


all the reſt of mankind ; the diſpenſation by Jeſus 


poſed to the Gentiles through the medium of the 


r 


being intended for the deſeendinty of Abraham only, 


the ritual part of it to diſtinguiſh them for ever from 
being only the moral law of Moſes, which was pro- 


Apoſtles, and their ſucceſſors, to the Heathens, for the 
regulation of their moral conduct, without any obli- 
gation on them of conforming to the- ceremonial law 


of Moſes, | WT vena” ted: 01: world 


| Now that Lin nirted by Epiphanius and Theo- 
doret in making thoſe four tenets charaQeriſtick of 


the Ebionzan ſets hence appears: Epiphanius, Har. 


xxx. S. 2. ſays, * Virginity and Encratiſm are now en- 


e tirely prohibited among them [Ebionites] as alſo 


ec among the other Hereſies of this fort x. o 


Theodoret ſays, Her. f. I. ii. c. 1. © But beſides 


CS ec this, there is another claſs of. the ſame name (for 


they alſo are called Ebionites, who confeſs all other 
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« things with the former), and [which]ſay, that the 
Saviour and Lord was born of a Virgin *.” 1 
| Note, This paſſage, is differently expounded by _ 
 Sirmond and Garnerius : The former thus renders 


it: Alia præter hanc claſſis fuit, nominis ejuſdem; 
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nam et Ebionei quoque vocantur. Qui in ceteris. | 
quidem omnibus cum prioribus conveniunt; ſervato- j | 
rem vero et Dominum ex virgine natum dicunt. | | | 
Garnerius in this manner : Alia Peter hanc claſhs 

: fuit nominis ejuſdem: nam et Ebionei quoque vocan- 


tur qui in ceteris omnibus cum prioribus conveniunt; 3 e 
ſervatorem vero et Dominum ex Virgine natum 


dicunt . 
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+ [Marius Mercator, p. 306.1 The material difference between 

them ia, that in Gargerius's expoſition, the reaſon of the Ebionite appel - 
lation is clearly aſſigned: namely, that all thoſe who agreed in certain 
Points, were called Ebionzans : whereas this is not the clear ſenſe of 

the paſſage according to Sirmond : but that Gernerius's is the true : 

expoſition, i is evident for this reaſon, that for. they alſo are called Ebiongans 

wid confeſs all other things as the ſormer is clearly a parentheſis, which. 

may be totally taken away without injuring the ſenſe of the paſſage, and 

I have therefore put it into a parentheſis. It may be beſides obſerved, 


that . punctuation 1 is abſurd, as beginning a period with there- 
Sa: 6 Jative 


1 220 J 
What then were thoſe other things, the confefling of 
which obtained the appellation of Ebionite. Theodo- 
ret informs us in the preceding part of this chapter, in 
giving us the tenets of the Ebionites who held ee That 
e there was one unbegotten, in like manner with our 
8 ſelves, and taught that he was the Maker of the world: 
&« and he ſaid, that the Lord Jeſus was born of Joſeph 


_ and Mary, being indeed a man excelling other 


« [men] in virtue and innocence, and he lived (or, 
ce that he lived) according to the law of Moſes*.” 
It hence follows, that all thoſe who held one unbe- 
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gotten, and that— He was the Maker of the world 
and that Jeſus Chriſt was begotten both of Joſeph and 


Mary, were, according to Theodoret, entitled to the 


2 by - * 2 
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appellation of Ebionites; and according to Epiphanius, 


all theſe ſets were entitled to the ſame appellation | 


lative qui. Moreover, the Greek relative oo, being in the plural num- 
ber, muſt have, in the learned Theodoret's mind, plural antecedents, and 
in the ſame gender. Farther, had Garnerius, been ſatisfied with Sir« 

mond's expoſition, it is to be preſumed that he would have followed it, 89 
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which prohibited virginity and Encrat iſm. This ap- 
peared to me very clear, from the peruſal of Lardner's 
Hiſtory of Heretics, before I had e ever conſulted any 
of the Fathers. 

Before l proceed to lay before the reader the opinion 
entertained by thoſe different ſets, to which the an- 
cients have not given the appellation of Chriſtian, and 
whom [I heſitate not to pronounce to be efſentially 
only one ſect, I think it not irrelevant to obſerve, Z 
that though ſo many ſets are mentioned by them 
either to have believed, that there was only one God, 

the Jehovah of Iſrael, the Maker of this world, to be 
worſhipped—and that Jeſus was only a mere nan— 
| and who practiſed, or did not condemn thoſe who em- 
braced, the Jewiſh ritual law—and that deſpiſed holi- 
neſs founded ſolely upon the non-gratification of our 
natural defires—any one of which Was charaQeriſti- 
cal of the Ebionæan ſects: yet I am far from think- 
ing, notwithſtanding what the Fathers ſay, chat they 
were divided into ſo many ſects, as the appellations 
which I contend for to be only different names of 
one and the ſame ſect: or to expreſs myſelf more diſ- 
tinctly, I hold, that the Hebrew Ebionites were called 
by, their unconverted brethren Nazarenes, and by the 


Chriſtians, 
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renes or Ebionites; and that no ſuch ſect as the Elee- 
ſaites, Oſſens, &c. ever had an actual exiſtence diſ- 


as well as the founders of them, Elxai, &c. owe their 
exiſtence to the fruitful brains of Monks. In like 
manner I hold, that as an actual exiſting ſect, the 
Gentile Ebionites were known only under the appel- 
lation of Fews and Maſſalians, and who were beſides 
nicknamed Ebjonites; though, perhaps, the #hree 
were only nicknames. The Fathers were at a loſs 
what to call them, being neither, | ſtrictly ſpeak- 
ing, Jews nor Gentiles, as Jerome expreſſes himſelf 


2 J 


Chriſtians, Hebrews believing in Chrift, or Naa- 


tint from the other Nazarenes; but that ſuch ſects, 


concerning them: and that no ſuch ſects ever actu- 
ally exiſted as the Carpocratians, Cerinthians, &c. 
To lay before the reader what induces me to be of 


this opinion, with regard to each of them, would be 


fatiguing and tedious; I ſhall therefore only, attempt 


it with regard to one, namely, Cerinthus and the 


Cerinthians; ; and I pitch upon this hereſy in prefer- 
ence to that of any of che others, as it is more 


particularly and poſitively mentioned by celebrated 
moderns, as having had a real, aCtual, exiſtence, 


than any of the others; and ſhould 1 ſucceed in 
ſhewing 


[ 35 1 
mewibg my opinion toletably well founded with re- 
gard to this heretic, I apprehend it ſhould be con- 


cluded that I would ſucceed equally with regard to 


the others did I attempt it. Mr. Gibbon and Dr. 


Prieſtley ' ſpeak of the Cerinthian Gnoſtics : Biſhop 
Horſley ſays, that Cerinthus unque/tionably exiſted in 


the apoſtolic age: and he beſides makes him a Gnoſ- 


tie: however, this unqueſtionably is totally overthrown | 
by the expreſs teſtimony of Firmilian and Cyprian 


againſt the exiſtence of Gnoſtics in the apoſtolic age, 


not conceiving that any one would be ſo fooliſh as 


to maintain it, much more unqueſtionably : however, 


his Lordſhip fulfils the old remark, that the m_— 


are ever the oſt politive. 

What induces me to think that no ſuch ſe@ or 
perſon as Cerinthus or Cerinthians ever actually ex- 
iſted is, | that had ſuch a ſect ever exiſted, Epiphanius 


could never have had A doubt whether the head or 


firſt author of it was 0 led Cerinthus or Merinthus : 


for the ſect, deriving its appellation from its head, 


muſt have removed the doubt, had ſuch a ſect ever 


had had a real exiſtence, much more ſo had it exiſted 
to the time of Epiphanius. This doubt of itſelf ſnould 
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have prevented his Lordſhip from uſing the term un- 
queſtionable, as his Lordſhip has himſelf quoted the 
paſſage which expreſſes the doubt. I think, therefore, 
it will be granted to me, that no ſuch perſon or ſect 
ever exiſted as Cerinthus or Cerinthians : but in this 
I think wrong: Has not the b üſied Irenzus, that holy N 
and peaceful man, declared, that he read the books of 
the Cerinthians, ſee p. 193, and how could he have | 
read their books if ſuch a ſect never had had an exiſt- 
ence? However, not_to deal farther in irony, this 
argument againſt the exiſtence of the Cerinthians 
ſhould be deemed a ſtrong preſumptive. one againſt 
the writings of the peaceful“ Irenæus being founded 
upon acts, and not, as they evidently do, upon 
Monkiſh viſions. | WR 
1 ſhall now lay before the reader what has farther 
occurred to me concerning the Ebionites in peruſing 
the | Fathers, and afterwards cotenbin: thoſe other 
ſets which I have preſumed ge only different nick- 
names or appellation of the ſame Ebionites : com- 
; paring theſe opinions, will Farther enable. the reader to 


| mo of the probability of my h ypotheſis, However, 


* Irenaus wan peaceful i in the Greek inge 1 FR 1 
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I ſhall only notice what I think to be well founded, 
It would be eaſy to collect a long catalogue of the 
fouleſt | imputations; but then theſe are, in many re- 

ſpects, incompatible with acknowledged virtues; and, 

: as both cannot be true, I have choſen to give credit 
to the latter, as being acknowledged by enemies. 

I will begin with laying before him their opinions 
concerning the books which compoſe the Old and 


New Teſtament, Of the latter Euſebius informs us*, 
< that making uſe of the Goſpel only according to the 
9 Hebrews, they made little account of the reſt,” 


F rom his manner of expreſſing himſelf, it ſeems that 
Euſebius thought that one of our Goſpels was by them Foy 
called according to the Hebrews : however, Epiſihanius 
ſays expreſsly, that the Ebionites made uſe of the 


Goſpel of Matthew, but at the ſame time he obſerves 
that it was mutilated, He alſo obſerves, that Mat- | 
thew was the only one who wrote a Goſpel in He- 


brew; yet this Hebrew Goſpel of Matthew, accord- 


h ſo palpable an anachroniſm, ” | 


ing to himſelf, began wit 
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that it is difficult, nay ſcarcely poſſible to conceive a a 
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Hebrew could have fallen into; ſtill more, that a ſect 


of Hebrew converts ſhould ignorantly perſevere in: 


for this Goſpel began thus: It came to paſs in the 
« days of Herod king of Judea, Caiaphas being high 
« prieſt, a certain man named John came baptiſing,” 
xc. Now, according to Luke's Goſpel, this tranſ- 


action took place in the reign of Herod the Tetrarch, 


the ſon of Herod the king, or thirty years later. This, 


then, is too groſs an error not to have been inſtantly 
perceived, and of courſe would be amended according 
to the truth of hiſtory; ſo that it is not improbable 
but that the holy Father, who was credulous, was 


impoſed on in this reſpect. Theodoret alſo ſays, that 
EbiotWalſo made uſe of the Goſpel of Matthew; but 


he ſays that the Nazarenes made uſe of the Goſpel of 
Peter: now that the Goſpel of Peter was the ſame a 
the Goſpel of Mark is evident from the reſtimony of 
-Clemens I.* And as Theodoret informs us, that 


the Nazarenes were Hebrews, it follows that this 


Goſpel, to be of any uſe to 


written in the Hebrew tongue, which confutes the 


notion of Epiphanius, that Matthew $ Sof pel was the 


-* See Preliminary 1 p. 24. Re | 


1 em; muſt have been 
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only Goſpel written in that language. Moreover, it 


proves that this was the Goſpel according to the He- 
brews; for certainly that Goſpel which was made uſe 
of by the Hebrews muſt have acquired this appellation 


from them, and not a Goſpel that was not made uſe 


of by them: Hence it alſo follows, that as the Ni- 


onites made uſe of the Goſpel according to ä the Hou 


brews ; and as the Nazarenes were Hebrews, and the 

| Goſpel of Peter or Mark was the only Goſpel made 
uſe of by them, which therefore muſt have acquired 
the appellation of the , goſpel according to the He- 
brews, from the Hebrew. believers who only made uſe 


of it, that the Ebionites and Nazarenes made uſe of 


the ſame Goſpel, namely, the Gyſpel of Mark. The 
Nazarenes and Ebionites profeſſing the ſame opinions, 


it is highly probable, independently of what has been 


already ſaid, that they made uſe of the ſame Goſpel. 
Elſewhere I ſhall ſhew that the Goſpel of Mark, being : 
the only Goſpel which records tranſactions, agreeably 


to the cuſtoms and manners which: prevailed among 


the Jews, is the only Goſpel which could be re- 


ceived as genuine by the believers from among that 


people. 
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Epiphanius alſo informs us, Her, 30. S. 3. that 
the Sampfenians, Offens, Elceſaites, and Cerinthians 
made uſe of the Goſpel of Matthew only, which they 
called the Goſpel atcording to the Hebrews, In Section 
the 14th, he ſays, that Carpocrates and Cerintbus 
« « attempted to. prove, from the beginning and ge- 
4 nealogy of this Goſpel (Matthew's) that Jeſus was 
4 begotten both of Joſeph and Mary.“ The former 
teſtimony muſt be allowed to be a ſtrong preſumptive 
argument that the Sampſenians, Offens, Elceſaites, and 
Cerinthians, were Ebionites or Nazarenes : whether 
the ſame. is to be inferred reſpecting Carpocrates, let 
the, reader determine. That he was not a Gnoſtic, 
however, is evident; as all the Gnoſtics held the 
books of the New Teſtament in contempt. : Epipha- 
nius beſides. abſerves, that Elxai, the founder of the 
Elceſaite ſect, joined himſelf to the Ebionites. URL! 
With regard to the Old Teſtament, | Epiphanus ob- 8 
ſerves, Hær. 30. S. 15 and 18. That, after Moſes, 
« the Ebiopites acknowledged no prophet except | 
4 Joſhua; that they proſcribed with an anathema, 
4 execrated, and held in derifion, David and Solo- 
te mon, Iſaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel and Exekiel, and 
4335 EY i e.) | te rejected 5 


| 
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4 rejected Elijah and Eliſha, and all the prophets. 


« Moreover, that they only partially received the 
4 Pentatench.,” If this ſe be allowed to have been 


the genuine and true diſciples of Jeſus, as Dr. Prieſt- . 


ley contends, it is needleſs to ſay what opinion ought 
> be entertained of our ſacred books. As there i is no 


difference of opinion concerning their notion of our 


ſacred volumes, it were unneceſſary to adduce farther 


proofs of it. And I muſt own that, independently 


of the Ebionite opinion concerning them, they do not 
merit, in my apprehenſion, greater eſteem, if ob- 
truded as equivalent to the word of God. For, not 
to particularize the uſeleſs miracles with which they 


abound, who can credit the converſation of Balaam 
with his aſs—Eljah's conteſt with the prieſts of Baal 
Jonah and the whale—and Daniel's fiery furnace 


and molten golden i image. With regard to this laſt, I 


affirm, that had the Babylonian artiſts a maſs of gold 


by Grecian ingenuity. Mr. Gibbon has obſerved, that 
© ſtatue fxty feet high is equal in bulk to x thouſand 


82 


equal to- make an image ſixty eubits, or about one 
hundred and ten feet high, they would not have been 
able to have made an image of that ſize, though aided 


men. 


1 
men. Such a ſtatue then as N mentions would 
be equal 1 in bulk to /everal thouſands. The deſcrip- 
tions of the walls. of Nineveh and Babylon, and the 
hanging gardens of the latter, are totally unworthy of 
any credit being given to them, and fit only for ro- 
mances ; and evidently owe their birth to-Eaſtern or 

Monkiſh fancy. The walls of the former, notwithſtand- 
ing their dimenſions and ſolidity, were inviſible two 

thouſand years ago, which was but a few centuriesafter 
the een! deſcriptions of them in the Old Teſ⸗ 
tament. The prophecy of Iſaiah was evidently com- 
poſed after the events mentioned in it: and it is 
equally obvious, that it has been greatly interpolated 


by Chriſtians, to favour their notion of the miracu- 


lous conception, and of the Meſſiah; or perhaps by 
Jews, to amuſe themſelves at the expence of Chriſtian 
credulity. Our divines, having expended ſo much of 
their learning, Jabours, and ſagacity, in expounding, 
> explaining, and obviating the difficulties which occur 
in our ſacred volumes, before they had eſtabliſhed ; 
their antiquity, appear to me to have acted ſo pre: 
poſterous 2 part, that Mr, Gibbons, predicating ra- 
tionality . any of dun, with reſpect to theological 


enquiries | 


| enquiries, ſtruck me as a bold poſition 3 and as ſuch & 
have remarked it. But it is only concerning this one 


point, that I impute to them a want of rationality. 


For their ſpeculations frequently afford ample teſti- 
mony of great erudition, and uncommon ſagacity. 15 
I ſhall now mention what has induced me to think 
that Ebionites were commonly diſtinguiſhed 5M the aps 
pellation of Jews, by the ancients. 

" Firſt, The reader muſt have perceived, from many 

_ paſſages cited in theſe ſheets, how frequently thoſe fol- 
lowers of Jeſus who held that he was only a mere man 
are ſaid, by the Fathers, to have thought as the Jews. 
Now to compare | ſuch believers to unbelieving He- 
brews would be abſurd; for, with what propriety 5 
could it be affirmed, that thoſe believers in Jeſus who 

held that he was a mere man, but of the pureſt manners 
and greateſt innocency of life, t thought like thoſe who 
believed that he was an impoſtor. Had I not een 
teſtimony, that the epithet Jews ſometimes deſignated 

; perſons who, i in ſome ſenſe or other, acknowledged 

the divine miſſion of Jeſus, it might be Jan inferred 

even from the compariſon. However, independently of 


this, we are informed, in the provincial letter of the 


Emperor 


— RIEL — 


4 * ” — — err err it  nS — TEIN 
2 — * 
5 3 4 N * 9 - cnet 3 - It P , = 
* 1 = TER. Boat HR « f N N 
« Hi — - = - 
— — ——— —— — — 3 — — — ſs * 
9 8 — 2222 — TT 12-2 Y - ETAL 2 
— n N. > $24 1 6 n - : 
E DO WOT IO nn 7 TE "IM | G 


—̃ — 


— rr ea rant 
* — — Ls gr Hh Wee 
FM. wu — woe 2 ———— — — — 
"—_—_ — 2 ** 8 -_ 
P . I 


—— — x — 


* 
— 


[ 232 
Lowers Conſtantine the Great 4 that der were 
Jews who ſolemnized che feaſt of the Paſſover twice 
every year. Theſe could not have been unbelieving 
Jews. What reaſon could have induced ſuch to ce- 
lebrate two Paſſovers ? Admitting they were beliey- 
ers in the divine miſſion of Jeſus, they might, with 
Chriſtians, have celebrated the feaſt of Eaſter, which 
they held to be equivalent, to the Jewiſh Paſſover; 
and the Jewiſh Paſſover with the Hebrews. This 
would be receiving the NEW, but in ſuch a manner as 
not to looſe the 0LD Fo 4 : 
. Farther, Origen informs us, That of the Jews 
10 * who believed, ſome acknowledged Jeſus to be a mere 
« man; others of them, that he was miraculouſly 
« begotten, however diſbelieving his divinity.” N ow, 
independently of no Hebrew having ever given credit 
to the miraculous conception, Theodoret ſaying, that 
the Nazarenes were Jews [that is, Fewifh Jews, I ap- 
prehend] who thought Jeſus was a juſt nan, would 
furely, as he had juſt done before with regard to the 
Ebionites, have informed us, if any of the Hebrews, 
Tul. de Vit. Conſt, Lili, . . + See Hiſt, op. V. 


1 See Firſt Part, p. 104. ; 
' who 


11 

who were believers, had entertained ſuch a prepoſterous 
notion: I ſay, independently of this, it appears from 
Euſebius uſing almoſt the ſame phraſeology concern- 
ing the Ebionites, as Origen has done of theſe beliey- 

ing Jews, that they had both the ſame ſect in view; 
and perhaps it will be thought, that Euſebius even 
adopted Origen's language. Euſebius ſays &, ſpeaking 

of the Ehionites, cc that ſome of them believed Chriſt 
c to be a mere man, | begotten of Joſeph and Mary; 
cc others of them, called by the fame name, who ac- 
4 Know ledged Chriſt to be begotten of the virginity 
60 py the Holy Spirit, but denying, as well as che 
« former, that he had, as being the Word and Wiſ- 
« dom of God, pre-exiſted”” - See alſo the paſſage 
from Theodoret, quoted Firſt Part, p. 244 where, 
with ref pect to the preſent queſtion, he makes uſe of 
tho ſame language concerning the Ebionites. 
| Socrates, I. v. c. 22, makes mention of two ſorts 
of Jews, the older, and the younger ; ; the latter of 
which were, according to him, always erring: not ſo 
the former ; ; which evinces, that both forts were not 
deſcended from Abraham. 

bf (V2 „ . E. I. ii. c. 27. | | 
| Parr Il. „ What 
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What Sozomen ſays, in the Proem'of his Hiſtory, 
is very remarkable, and may be deemed deciſive upon 


the preſent queſtion : his words are, © It has often oc- 


« curred to me, whilſt reflecting what can be the 


« cauſe, that other people are ſo ready in profeſſing a 
« faith in the God-Word; but ; that the HEBREwWSsS 


Lag 


ſhould be ſo incredulous (Ivomres) on this head, 


> 


notwithſtanding the adyantages which accrued to 


« them from their Prophets, by whom they were 


6 taught concerning the adyent-or coming of Chriſt, 


La) 


in what manner it would be before it happened. a 


That the Hebrews, in this paſſage, were the deſcend- 
ants of Abraham, cannot be diſputed : and that thoſe 


perſons whom he elſewhere diſtinguiſhes by the epi- 


thet Jews were not Hebrews, is alſo evident, from 
their not having been ſo incredulous as above repre- 
ſented by him. For in 1. iv. c. 5, he obſerves, that 
many | COLE) of the Gentiles and Jews were con- 


verted to Chriſtianity, in conſequence of an amaz- 


ing great croſs which, if we believe Cyril Biſhop of 


Jeruſalem, appeared in the heavens, whilſt he go- 


verned that church. This miraculous appearance is 


I" by the Catholics themſelves, as N hap- 
7 Pe — 1 1 
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pened whilſt the Church was oppreſſed by an Arian 


prince; and becauſe the phenomenon was aſ- 


ſerted by Cyril to be a declaration of Heaven in his 
favour, However, the lying report, as frequently 


happens now-a-days, produced ſome converts to Ca- 


tholiciſm from among the Jews, who could not ſorely 
be called incredulous, if ſuch Gilly tories impoſed 


on them, 


Moreover, we are informed by Theodoret, Who 
was contemporary with Socrates and Sozomen, 6 that 


« the Nazarenes were Jews, and that Trypho the 


"8 Jew, againſt whom Juſtin Martyr wrote, was a Na- 


cc zarene * It follows then, that one of theſe terms 


Was included i in the other: but, according to Origen +, 


the double Ebionites, who were doubtleſs not He- 


brews, were nevertheleſs called Jews; it therefore 


follows, that the term Jew had a more comprehenſive b 


import than that of Nazarene, or Ebionite ; and that, 


11 fact, it comprehended both thoſe ſects of believers 


in Jeſus: and that the only differences between them 


were, that one [ Ebionite] comprehended ſuch be⸗ 


Hr. F. Lu; . „„ + compare Preliminary * pe 5, n. 
With f. 232, Second Part. 
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fievers in Jeſus as thought him to be a man only, 


who were of heathen extraQion : the other N azarene] | 
thoſe Hebrews who thought the ſame, and acknow- 
ledged his divine miſſion. Perceiving no defect in 
this argument, it will follow, that the learned Sym- 
machus, Who is mentioned expreſsly by Theodoret 
to have been an Ebionite, was of Gentile and not of 
Hebrew extraction, as I believe | is univerſally held by 
the moderns. | And that Trypho, Juſtin's fictitious 
Jew, was a Nazarene, or a bellevet in the divine miſ- 
fon of Jeſus, who thought, that the: miraculous con- 
ception was an old womar's ſtory . 

From all this it appears, that the Jew mentioned by 
Theodoret, in the beginning of his Dialogue againſt 


the Anomeans, was either an Evibnite or Nazarene; | 


and ſhews the perpetual argumentative ſparring which 
took place between the Catholies and thoſe ſects. 
And this is ſtill further ſtrengthened from Proelus and 
Neſtorius calling one another Jets: but that by this 
epithet they did not intend to charge each other with 
being unbelieving Hebrews, is eyident from their ex- 
poten Proclus ſays, „ Who therefore redeemed 


bt ee Fir N. p. 15 


7 


WE + 
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86 us? not a mere man, you Jew .” Neſtorius replies, 


7 Dot boaſt, you Jew, you did not fix God upon the 

« croſs *,” The reader will obſerve that Proclus, by 

taxing Neſtorius for being a Jew, ſhews what the opi- 

nion of the Jews was concerning Jeſus; namely, that 
he was only a mere man; which the Catholics aſſerted 
to be the opinion of Neſtorius, becauſe he denied the 
union according to the fubſiftence. 


If 1 have ſhewn to the ſatisfaction of the reader, 
that the Ebionites and Nazatenes were called by the 


general appellation of Fews, it will reſolve one of the 


— 
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greateſt difficulties which, in wy apprehenſion, occurs : 


: in the hiſtory of the lower empire; namely, the ſource 
of thoſe violent tumults and ſeditions, which affected 
various parts of the empire, but particularly Egypt 
and Alexandria, F or the Hebrews, or Jews deſcended 
from Abraham, have ever, as far as our experience, 
or modern hiſtory, extends, been found obedient laves: : 
but thoſe Jews, on the contrary, are repreſented as 
5 being of a turbulent and ſeditious ſpirit; if ſuch terms 
properly apply to perſons contending for what they 
believe to be truth, but certainly for the rights of - 


9 Marius Mercator, Pi 3065 c. 1. n. 
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bumanity: If then it be contended, that theſe Jews | 


were of Hebrew extraction, it will follow, that their 


nature and diſpoſition have changed ; for which ſome 


_ cauſe ſhould be aſſigned. But theſe turbulent Jews 
were too numerous, particularly at Alexandria, where 
| 49,000 of them are ſaid to haye periſhed in a ſingle 
tumult, to admit of their being of Hebrew deſcent. 


Farther, we are informed by the ancients, that there 


was 2 Goſpel called nun zo the Egyptians, which 
by the learned is ſuppoſed to be loſt; but may it not 
be preſumed, that this Goſpel was no other than the 

| Goſpel of Peter of of Mark, who is ſaid to have com- 
poſed his Goſpel at Alexandria, and which might 
5 have obtained this appellation from its being the only 


one uſed by the Egyptian believers in Jeſus ; as it was 
called the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, from the 
Hebrews Proſelytes only making uſe of it. Mark is 


alſo ſaid to haye been the firſt biſhop of Alexandria“. 


Tbeodoret, ys F. I. ii. c. 8, , obſerves, © « That Paul | 


ff, Samoſatenſis fell into the he eſy of Artemon, 
thinking! in this manner to pay his coprt to Zeno- 


. bien who \ was of the ſane opinion. with the Jews.“ 


— 


* Lard, vol. V. P. 352 former edit. vol. x. p. 82. 
| Euſebius, 
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Euſebius, H. E. I. vi. c. 28. ſays, that Artemon believed, 


that Jeſus was a mere man. Theſe paſſages farther ſhew 


what was the opinion of the Jews concerning Jeſus 


in the third century of the Chriſtian æra: and more- 


over, that this female, who has done ſo much honour 
to her ſex, was a Jew. It is true, as Mr. Gibbon 
obſerves, that upon her being conquered and taken | 


5 priſoner by Aurelian, ſhe did not, to avoid being ex- 


bibited as an ornament to ſet off his triumphal pomp, 


deprive herſelf of exiſtence, agreeably to the notions 


of Pagan honour. | Her apology, if it needs one, is, 


that ſhe was a Jew; ; that i is, a believer i in the divine 
miſſion of Jeſus; for undoubted]y ſhe was not of the 
ſeed of Abraham. 


'  Euſebius, I. v. c. 28, has given us an extract from 


an anonymous author, generally ſuppoſed to have 


been one Caius, who, in oppoſition to the Ebionites, 


(for they muſt have been of this ſect, as they are 
mentioned as rejecting the Law and the Prophets, 


: though believers in Jeſus, ) for aſſerting their antiquity, 


and maintaining that all the ancients, nay even the 


Apoſtles themſelves, taught the ſame things as they 


_ themſelves 
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themſelves did, namely, that Jeſus was a mere man, 


acknowledges that what they ſaid was probable, 
(namely, that the faith profeſſed by them continued 


uncorrupted ts Zephyrinus, biſhop of Rome) unleſs 


firſt that the divine Scriptures confuted them; and 
the writings of ſome of the brothers older than Vic- 


tor, who was the predeceſſor of Zephyrinus, ſuch as 
Juſtin, and Miltiades, and Tatian, and Clemens, and 


Irenzus, and Milito, and many others, in all which 


Chriſt was declared and taught to be Man and God. 


Now every one of theſe writers being acquainted 


with the Sabellian hereſy, as may be ſeen by compar- 
ing the extracts from their writings in Lardner's 


works, or from other great improbabilities connected 
with their hiſtory, where their writings are ſo much 
deſtroyed as not to afford ſuch extracts, plainly ſhews : 
that they were fiftitious perſonages; and that the writ- 


ings were in fact forged, partly to confute thoſe who 


maintained theEbionzan opinion. Andi in perfect con- 


ſonance with ſuch baſe management, a miracle was f 
trumped up to deter the vulgar from receiving the Ebi- 


onzan doctrine: for this anonymous writer obſerves, 


ce that 
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« that theſe Ebionites had corrupted with money one 
« Natalis to profeſs their opinion, and who enjoyed 
the firſt rank amongſt them, which ſo attached him 
« to them, that he reſiſted Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and 


cc God, who oftentimes appeared to him in his dreams, 


tc in order to bring him to himſelf, but to no 


- purpoſe, till he received a good ſcourging from 
c the bleſſed Angels during a whole night, the 
& marks of which he exhibited in the morning; and 
«© after much prayers and lamentation, profeſſed him- 
cc ſelf of the true faith,” » Gentle reader, what do 
you think of this? If you imagine that ſuch conduct 
| was the reſult of folly, you may aſſure yourſelf you 

err greatly. For has not ſimilar conduct in this very 
enlightened century, produced Gmilar effects? To 
ſpeak out, have not the Methodiſts, by forged mira- 
cles and lying relations (ſee the Arminian Maga- 
zine), made more converts to their way of thinking, 

than Locke, Clarke, Hartley, and Prieſtley? Neither | 
are their converts the very loweſt claſs of mankind : : 
I think on this head, their congregations conſiſt of 
decent people. I myſelf have been preſent, the only 
time I evet heard Mr. Welley, when he related from 
„„ „„ the 


. 
the loſe two ſtories, equally probable, i in my appre- 
henſion, to that of Natalis. However, I will do the 
Methodiſts this juſtice, that they keep cloſer to the 
: doctrine of St. Paul, than any ſect of Chriſtians which 
1 am acquainted with. Nor do L think that what 
Mr. Weſley related was a whit more improbable (but 

certainly far leſs ſinful if neither were true), than 
Paul's account of his being received into the third 
heaven, The Ebionites, as is well known, held Paul 
to be a bad man, Neither ſhould it appear ſurpriſing 
to poſterity, that Methodiſm had eſtabliſhed itſelf upon 
the ruins of all the other Chriſtian ſects. But printing, 
and [the tendency of modern governments. towards 
reſtoring mankind to their juſt rights, will no doubt 
preyent this effect from ever taking place, But had 
the European governments an oppolite tendency, 
printing would facilitate the work. Far different 
indeed, according to Caius, were the literary re- 
creations of that ſect, which T have ' preſumed 
to name Ebionites. Euelid, and Ariſtotle, and Theo- 
phraſtus, and Galen, were their favourite authors. 
The Sqmaritdns I hold to have been only another 
appellation for the Nazarenes or Ebionites, Epi- 
phanius 
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phanius ſays, that they worſhipped one God, and rejected 
_ the prophets of the Old Teſtament, which is what he af- 
firms of the Ebionites. | 


| Farther we are informed, that Holy Sabbas was 45 


puted from Jeruſalem to Juſtinian, to draw down the 


reſentment of that Emperor upon the Samaritans *. 


This evinces the extreme hatred which took place 


between theſe two ſets; the conſequence perhaps of 


their theological. controverſies, and ſeems to point them 


out as being the ſame with the Jews; and of courſe, 


that Samaritan was only another name for Ebionite . 


or Nazarene. Epiphanius moreover informs us , 
« that whereas all other ſects, ſuch as the Marcio- 


6 nites, Manicheans, Nc. though they were no Chriſ- 


« tians at all, yet eſteemed, it in an honourable light, 


cc the appellation of Chriſtians; but of theſe Naza- 


cc renes of whom I am now ſpeaking,” ſays he, 66 they 


de have laid aſide the name of Jeſus, nor do they call 


ce themſelves Jeſſæans, nor Jews, nor Chriſtians, but 


6 MNazarenes ; though they are entirely Jews, and no 


ce other. And that they held one God, and that 


* Audarium Thart, p. 166, note. 3 Her. xxix, ſ. 6, 7. 
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te Jeſus ChAR v was his Son.“ From hence it follows, 
that if all theſe ſes were one, with different appel- 
lations, they diſavowed the appellation of Chriſtians, 
For what reaſon therefore ſhould they be denominated 
| Chriſtians by the Moderns ? Epiphanius ſays &, that 
FN Elxai is claimed by Four ſects, as the author of their 
deluſions, viz. the Eblonæans and later Nazarenes ; by 
the Oeus, as well thoſe who preceded, as thoſe who 
followed after him; and by the Naſaræans, whom he 
elſewhere calls lawleſs for rejecting the law of Moſes 
as delivered in the Pentateuch : and not for rejeCting 
the new law or New Teſtament as I have ſappoſed in 
the Firſt Part of theſe Strictures. Now when four ſects 
claimed him, it may be reaſonably inferred, that 
they did not eſſentially differ, - Elxai beſides made uſs 
of the Goſpel of Matthew only, according to Epipha- 
5 nius, which he alſo called the _ TO to the 
| Hebrews. 
Nicolaitans, independently of the antiquity of this 
ſec, which acknowledges for its founder Nicolas, one 
of the firſt ſeyen deacons of the church of Jeruſalem; 
* Her, A. . 

the 


„„ | 
the moſt ſhameful ſenſual exceſſes having been im- 
puted to them, i is, in my opinion, ſufficient to prove that 
they merited the title of Ebionzans. 

 Maſſalians, or Enthuſiaſts; theſe are ; roproſented by 
Epiphanius and Theodoret, i in very odious colours: 


however, the latter admits, that they violently | 


proteſted againſt the truth of what was charged againſt 


them. Epiphanius alſo ſays, that concerning their 
filthineſs and crimes, "BY could not fay any thing * 
certain. So that perhaps they were only ground- 
leſs reports: the heavieſt charge is, that of having 


their wives in common: though this is afterwards 


reduced to their having two or three wives at the 


ſame time in one houſe; and not like the Patriarchs 
who kept them in ſeparate dwellings. He further 
obſerves, that they were neither Jeu nor Chriſ- 
1141s, that they were of Gentile extraction, and only 
worſhipped one God, whom they called the Almighty: 5 
N alſo, that their places for worſhip were called orato- 
ries, and were conſtrued i in di Herent forms, thinking 
it a matter of little mportance in what form they 
were built, which was by no means indifferent to the 
Catholics. He has alſo obſerved, that Tapicinas, an - 


Im perial 
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Imperial officer, had put ſome of them to death while at 
their devotions, and that the ſurvivors were ſo fooliſh 
as to think, that they, who were idolaters, could have 
been martyrs. What his notion of idolatry was I 
will not affirm, but it 1s clear, that the holy Father 
| thought that the worlhippers of one Almighty Being 
might be juſtly called idolaters, He alſo informs us, 
| that they had no head, or eccleſiaſtical polity, and of 

courſe were only a rope of ſand. He admits, however, 
that the Ebionites had preſbyters and heads of /yna- 
5 zegues, for ſo their congregations were called; a far- 
ther argument that they were diſtinguiſhed by the 
appellation of Jews. The Meſſalians were accuſtomed | 
to ſay, © He that does not work, let him not eat,” 
2 Theſſ. iii. 10. Hence it may be infef red, that they 
were induſtrious, and ſuch are ſeldom vicious. How- 
ever, in this obſervation, it ſeems from Epiphanius's 
long defence, that they had an eye to the Monks, and 
perhaps to the ſuperior clergy : yet, in, his reply, 1 
don't find, that the Holy Father hints at all 
at the divine right of the clergy to tythes. The right 
to them at this time was unknown. Epiphanius 
farther obſervęs of the Maſſalians, that they ſhaved 


their 
. 
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their faces, and let their hair grow long: nete 


they ſhould have done the very contrary in both re- 


ſpects; in proof of which, the apoſtolical con ſtitutions 
are cited, which I hope Dr. Knowles will pay proper 
reſpect to in future, [See Firſt Part, p. 25.] He alſo : 
obſerves, that thoſe perſons, who abſtained from mo- 
tives of purity from the commerce of women, and the 


enjoyments of ſenſe, were to them objects of contempt : . 


this he makes the charaQteriſtic of the Ebionzan acts. 


V. p. 195. and, in my apprehenſion, proves that the 


Maſſalians were only another appellation for Ebio- 


nites. The Ebionites were Windy diſtinguiſhed 


for perſonal cleanlineſs. 


I ſhall add a few miſcellaneous remarks upon thoſe 


believers who were not dignified by the appellation of 


Chriſtians. | 
The Emperor Julian, in his letter- to Arſacius 1 
ſays, © That it would be ſhameful that there ſhould 


© be no beggars among the Jews; and that the im- 


cc pious Galilzans [Chriſtians] ſhould maintain be- 
4 ſides their own, our poor: and that our poor ſhould 
& ſeem to be forſaken by ourſelves,” Here the Jews 


* Soz. I. v. C. 16. 
e and 


1 
4 nn 
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and Galilæans are contradiſtinguiſhed, Soromen, 
I. v. c 22. obſerves, „that Julian was kind to the 
& Jews, who were litera! expounders, not like the 
e Chriſtians (mind, Reader, that theſe are the words 
« of a Ch Mian writer] and the wiſeſt of the Hebrews 
« themſelves.” Here the Jews are diſtinguiſhed 


from the Chriſtians and Hebrews, and were obviouſly | 
believers. This paſſage alſo ſhews, who thoſe He- 


brews were from among whom no proſelyte was made, 


according to the ſame Sozomen, to the belief of the 
| God-Word. It alſo ſhows that Julian was kind to 
the true diſciples, in my apprehenſion, of Jeſus : and | 
when he apoſtatiſed from Chriſtianity, that he did 
not apoſtatiſe from the truth. It is true, that Sozo- 
men mentions in this chapter the order of Julian for 
rebuilding the temple of Jeruſalem, and the miracle 


which prevented its ſucceeding : but as the miracle. 
has been long given up, except by irrational theolo- 
gians; if ſtill inſiſted upon, it muſt be admitted, that 
it was given to favour Jews, not the deſcendants of 
Abraham but of thoſe Gentiles and Hebrews who pro- 
feſſed the Ebiopite opinion. Perhaps, ſuch an order 
| ' in 
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in favour of this ſe& will now no longer be contended 


for, 


Sozomen obſerves, I. iii. c. 17, „ that the ſons of 


« Conſtantine had made a law that no Jew ſhould 


cc he permitted to purchaſe a ſlave.“ This law was 


made to fayour Chriſtians, who it ſeems, as well as 


the Jews, dealt in human fleſh, Theſe Jews, I pre- 


ſume, were Ebionites. He alſo obſerves, that if the 
| fave was circumciſed, that, in this caſe, death and 
crucifixion were to be the puniſhment. This, perhaps, 


was intended againſt thoſe of them that were of Hebrew 


extraction, and who might poſſibly have been, from 


_ Chriſtian oppreſſion, inſtigated to ſuch acts, to ſhew 


their contempt of Paul the Apoſtle, whom they called 
an apoſtate, and who particularly exerted himſelf i in 


preaching and writing againſt the Joh l 


on: Perhaps it may be obſerved, het notwithſtand- 
ing the ſtrong probability that all theſe appellations 


were, only different names of the ſame ſect, who 75 


were the genuine followers of Jeſus; ; yet that it 


is not poffible to conceive that they were well founded 


in rejecting ſo many books of the Old and New Teſ- 


tament, as it appears from e evidence 
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that they did; ſeeing that theſe books, if forgeries, 
could never have eſtabliſhed their credit among Chrif- 
tians, though theſe were even allowed to be corrupters 
of the religion of Jeſus. To this 1 ſhall reply, firſt; 
that were thoſe books genuine, I mean thoſe of the 
New Teftament, the manners and cuſtoms, which pre- 
vailed in Judea, and which the late Mr. Harmer, in 
his Obſervations on Seripture, has ſhewn to have al- 
ways prevailed there, and to Rill prevail there, would 


te obſerved in theſe writings. To me no ſtronger 


15 proof appears of the ſpuriouſneſs of any writing than 
when the manners and cuſtoms of the people, among 
whom the tranſactions are recorded to have paſſed, 
are not preſerved, but others quite foreign to them; 
which is the caſe with every book of the Tew Teſta- 
ment, except the Goſpel of Mark: and that, when 


any thing diſcordant to the manners and cuſtoms of 
the Jews is mentioned | in this Goſpel, ſuch paſſage ſhall 
fairly appear from my Harmony of the Goſpels to have 
been transferred from one of the other Goſpels, as Je- | 
rome allows in ſome inſtances to have been done into 
Mark's Goſpel. When this ſhall appear I would wiſh 
to know how it hath happened, that, when Greek and 
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Roman manners are aſcribed to the Jews in the other 


Goſpels, this ſhould be free of them. Can it be fairly 
aſcribed to any other cauſe than that the compoſer of 
this Goſpel was well acquainted with the local cir- 
cumſtances attending the tranſactions, whether it were 
Peter himſelf, or that he made uſe of Mark as an 
2 amanuenſis. It is obſerved by Dr. Lardner, that the 
writer of this Goſpel appears, in many inſtances, to 


have been an eye-witneſs of what he mentions, from 
the language he makes uſe of; and this can ſcarcely 
be diſputed, But in the Goſpels of Matthew and 
John the Evangeliſts expreſs themſelves frequently in 
ſuch a manner, that it is impoſſible to aſſign a decent 
reaſon for ſuch a mode of expreſſion being made uſe 
of by Hebrews who were eye-witneſſes. But, laying 
aſide theſe prefumptive arguments in favour of the 
ſpuriouſneſs of theſe Goſpels, if prefumptive they can 
be juſtly called, I will lay before the reader the great 
unanimity which took place among the Chriſtians 
themſelves concerning their ſacred books; for it is 
well known, that many will yield to authority, wo 
would reſiſt arguments founded upon the principles of 
common ſenſe. : | 
Kka | The 


[ 2321 
The Gnoſtics, it is allowed, aolenowiediind only 
thoſe parts of ſcripture, whether of the Old or New 
Teſtament, which, in their opinion, did honour 
to the Deity, rejecting the remainder. The epiſtle 
of Ptolemy to his ſiſter, preſerved by Epiphanius, 
and what Dr. Lardner has introduced, i in his article of 


the Manich6es, from Fauſtus, fully eſtabliſh what 


I here advance, But perhaps it will be ſaid, that 
though the Gnoſtics were a learned ſect, and called 
themſelyes Chriſtians, yet their refinements were 

M abſurd, that they were by no means entitled to the 

appellation. | Be it ſo: though I own that this letter 

of Ptolemy's ſtrikes me as a very ſenſible production, 
and which would do no diſcredit to a modern un- 
believer. : EY 7 

What are we to think then of the Hamanifts? 

: Were they not Chriſtians ? Their title to this appel- 

lation has never been diſputed. The learned Garne- 

| rius obſe?ves, that the doctrines of an individual are 
imputable to the ſchool from whence he iſſued. If 

this be allowed, the tenets of a Humaniſt are im 

putable to thoſe Humaniſts who preceded as well as 
to thoſe who followed him, Thus it is faid, and for 
| : dis 


. 
4 4 
* SV 
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this reaſon, by the ancients, that Marcellus was the. 
maſter of Photinus; that Paul of Samoſate was the 
maſter of Marcellus, which could ſcarcely in fact 
have happened, ſeeing that Paul had been depoſed fifty 
or ſixty years before Marcellus had been known. But 
he was called his maſter, as teaching that. Jeſus Chriſt 
was a mere man, as Marcellus alſo did. In like man- 
ner Diodorus of Tarſus is called the maſter of Theo- 
dore of Mopſueſtua, and Theodore of Neſlorius, for 
denying, contrary to the Catholic doctrine, the union 
according to the Subſiftence; and that Jeſus of courſe 
was only a mere man. But it will be ſaid perhaps, 
admit that all theſe taught, according to the Catho- 
lics, that Jeſus was only a man; yet what has this to 
ſay in regard of the books of our ſacred canon. 
Theodore of Mopſueſtua is handed down to us by 
the ancients as one of the moſt learned men of his 5 
time. Lardner ſpeaks very highly of him. He is a 
favourite alſo with the modern Humaniſts. The reader, 
therefore, muſt be curious to know what opinion this 
learned writer entertained of our ſacred books. Gar- 
nerius informs us from Leontius, „that Theodore 
“ had compoſed many expoſitions againſt the ſacred 


& text 
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ic text of both the Old and New Teſtament, but more 


« yirulently againſt the Epiſtles of Paul, and :e 
en throes Goſpels of Mathew, Luke, and John * It 
may be fairly inferred from this paſſage, that he had 
nothing to object againſt Mark's Goſpel ; otherwiſe 
It is hard 10 account for its being twice omitted, I may 

ſay, in the ſame paſſage: for it ſays, that he wrote 
26 againſt three of the Goſpels, which are immediately 


after paticularized. In the preceding page Garnerius 
alſo informs us, * that of the ſacred canonical books 
„ he deſpiſed Job, as being a heathen fable; the 
« books of Chronicles and Eſdras, as empty rhapſo- 
« dies; the Song of Solomon as a love ſong ; the 
« Canonical Epiſtles + he deſpiſed as forgeries; and, 
& like the Fews, referred the Pſalms to Zorobabel and 
« Ezechias; and that three only related to the Lord.? 
4 * Jam vero Leontius excerpta de libris Theodori, contra incarnatio- 
nem, ut loquitur, | prolaturus, de aliis operibus præfatur, aitque, ab eo 
perverſe plures in ſacram utriuſque Teſtamenti ſeripturam expoſitiones 


compoſitas, ſed virulentius in epiſtolas Pauli, et evangelia tria a Mather, 
Johannis, & Lucz. Marius Mercator, p. 921. & #6... 


4 The Epiſtle of James; the Firk and Second of Peter; the Fir, 
Second, and Third of John ; and the Epiſtle of Jude, 


— Repei ille ſacrorum librorum ex canone Jobum, velut ethnicum 
fabulam ; libros paralipomenon et Eſdram, tanquam inanes rhapſodias; 


( 255 J 
It is needleſs to make comments: they are obvious 
to every reader. 

But that there were good grounds for holding in ſo 
low eſtimation many of our ſacred books, is evident 
from St. Auguſtine, the contemporary of Theodore, 
who is diſtinguiſhed among the Fathers for his good 
ſenſe, and who no on will deny to have been truly 
Catholic; who ſays, * But I would not believe the 
WL... Goſpel, unleſs the authority of the Catholic church 
« induced me thereto.” Ego vero evangelio non cre- 
derem, nifi me Catholicæ eceleſiæ commoneret auc- 
toritas +, Now the Proteſtants having diſcarded the 
authority of the Church, it follows, that were they 
_ endowed with Auguſtine's good ſenſe, they ſhould 
not believe i in the Goſpel neither. 

F arther, Origen, who preceded Auguſtine nearly 
two centuries, and who is eſteemed. the moſt learned 
of the Fathers, ſays, ſpeaking of the canonical and 
uncanonical Goſpels, * « Rut in all theſe things we” 
Canticum Salomonis, uti carmen amatorium ; epiſtolas canonicas, 3 


 ſuppoſitas apoſtolis deſpexit ; Pſalmos Judiace ad Zorobabilem ct Eze- 
2 retulit, tribus tantum ad Dominum rejects. M. Merc. p · 220. c. a. 


„ Contr. Ep. Fundam. tom. i. p. 1 Lardn. vol. v. p- 118, for- 
mer ed. vol. x. p. 290. | 
2 meaning 


[meaning himſelf ] cc approve of nothing elſe but what 


nearly reſembles Auguſtine's, that it may be preſumed 


the Goſpel of Mark; which was alſo received by the 
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« the Church [approves of]; that is, four Goſpels 


« ſhould be only received +,” Origen's language fo 


that Auguſtine had Origen in his eye in what he 
ſays; and both paſſages ſhew, that there was no bet- 


ter authority, than that of the Catholic church, for re- 


ceiving any of the books of the New Teſtament, ſave 


Catholics, though, according to Jerome, greatly i in- 


: terpolated by the Chriſtians, 


As it has appeared from ſeveral . cited from 


; the Fathers in theſe ſheets that the Jews and Ebion- 


ites, whom I truſt to have ſhewn to have been the 


true followers of Jeſus, beſides rejecting the New 


Teſtament, except the Goſpel of Mark, and all the 
prophets, and ſome of the other books of the ou |} 
Teſtament, acknowledged only partially even the Pen- 0 
tateuch; 3 1 ſhall not . here then to give my opi- 


1 sed in his r ati ood probes, als quod ecclelia, id , 


| quatuor tantum Evangelia recipienda, In procemium Luce, Homilis 


prima, Origenis op. ed. a Genebrardo, Pariſus, 16 W hora | 
fan's n p. __ 


nion 


would allow them to depart, I think highly incre- 
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nion concerning this portion of the Old Teſtament ; 
premiſing, however, that I have not made it the par- 
ticular obje& of ay ſtudies. Fg. 
Firſt, I hold every thing mentioned in Genafi : 
prior to the flood to be utterly fabulous, and that 
the firſt ray of true hiſtory begins with the call of 
Abraham; but I am far from crediting every thing 
which is mentioned of that patriarch, particularly 
what, is related of his ws . and the King, of 
COR vs 
” Secondly, That 8 the Iſraelites "reſided in 8 a 

conſiderable ſpace, I believe, cannot be diſputed ; and 
alſo that, upon quitting the country, they took poſ- 
ſeſſion, and nearly expelled or extirpated the original 
inhabitants, of the land of Canaan 3 but that al! thoſe 
miracles were performed in Egypt. before Pharoah, 


dible; the flaying the firſt-born, was enough for 
that purpoſs {in. all conſcience, which 1 am inclingd 
to, give credit tp rather than to any of che otherg, 
u the Jewiſh paſſover was inftituted in memorial of 
the merey of God ſhewy to the Iſraelites, upon chat 
occaſion. But that the Ifraelites eſcaped ot, of 

Pxar H. L EYE Egypt 


[ 
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Egypt over the almoſt impaſſable mountains to the 
"Eaſt of the Red Sea, and through the midſt of that 
ſea, is utterly abſurd to imagine, even though they were 


not incumbered with their women, children, and cattle; 


nothing but a miracle could have effected it, even 
| over the mountains only: moreover, the cattle in 
the paſſage muſt be ſuſtained by another miracle, 
Add to all this that more miracles would be requiſite 4 
to get Pharoah and his chariots over the mountains, b 
&c. Farther, admitting that Pharoah himſelf had 
bis heart ſo much hardened as to be inſenſible of the 
Divine interpoſitions in favour of the Iſraelites, it 
would be equally neceſſary that the hearts of his fol- 
diere ſhould be equally hardened to induce them to 


| Ds enter into the ſpace vacated by the ſea; which on 
* Atker fide of chem appeared as a wall ready to over- 

| whelm' them. I will venture to affirm that no deſpot, 

| C or general} had ever an army fo obedient and ſubmiſ- 
1 five to his command as to obey or follow him in 

i * mad an expedition. But I ſhall. purſue this theme 

| . no farther but proceed with additional matter, aw 
| El bg at forſt ad to en this mine at x this * 
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TTL HOES 
WHILST theſe ſheets were printing off * r have 
been chiefly engaged-in peruſing the writings of Ter- 


rullian and of Origen againſt Celſus, and alſo of the 
apoſtolical and primitive Fathers; that is, of thoſe 


; Fathers who are ſaid to have preceded Origen, Du- 
ring the peruſal ſo many things ſtruck me, that 1 
have thought it neceſſary to continue my obſervations, 
which will appear, in ſeveral reſpects, to be more fitly 
mentioned in a work of this nature than in the pre- 
liminary diſſertation which will be prefixed to tha 
Harmony. of the Goſpels, which publication I intend | 
ſhall be of a more popular nature than thoſe con- 
troverſial pages, which ordinary readers will be de- 
terred from the peruſal of by the number of quota- 
tions in the dead languages that ſo frequently disfi- 
gure them. However, ſhould my ſyſtem be ultimately 


approved of by the learned and i ingenuous, I truft that 


even this work will be an object of rational enquiry 
among ſoberly diſpoſed and unbigotted people, not- 


. wichſtanding the diſagreeable and forbidding apes | mM 


preſents of a controverſial tract. © TOP 
= nee the beginning of lat November _— 
Llz2 995 Inde- 


- troverſial Chriſtian writers of every ſec; 
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Independently of the apparent boldneſs of ſome of 
the ſentiments which will occur in what follows, and | 
which certainly, unleſs perfectly well grounded, 
ſhould not raſhly be ſubmitted to the Public eye, it 
will appear a duty incumbent on me to enter into 
farther particulars from my having frequently aſſerted 
or intimated in this work the ſpuriouſneſs of the 
25 writings aſcribed to thoſe Fathers, who are commonly 

called Apoſtolical and Primitive; and that they are 
of a later age than what i is generally ſappoſed by-the 

1 learned: and that, as ſpurious writings, they do not 

merit the great ſtreſs laid upon them by modern con- 
which, 
were they the writings of thoſe perſons whoſe names 
they bear, conſidering the imputed holineſs of their 
characters, their nearneſs of time to the founder of our | 
holy religion, there could remain no reaſonable doubt 
but that, from the ſuperior opportunities they mut 
have had of arriving at the truth upon every fubject 


of controverſy which after their time fprung/ up 
among Chriſtians, what they affirmed upon the matter 
in debate, provided that they at all touched upon it, 


ny ought to have been deemed conclufive. To affirm the 


n 
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contrary, methinks, is tantamount to affirming that the 
apoſtles, their choſen diſciples, and their ſucceſſors, | 
did not underſtand what they themſelves were taught, 
and of couiſe are not to be depended on; or that 
they ſpoke without authority, which cannot be at 
alb ſuppoſed in pious charaCters ; as the ſabje& chiefly 
in debate concerned the nature and being of the Son, 
or God- Word, and the worſhip or reſ] pect which ſhould 
be paid to him. 1 If they could be miſtaken upon ſuch 
important ſubje&ts, and which lay entirely within the 
purview of their commiſhon, I ſee no- reaſon why they 5 
ſhould be conſidered as perſons who. can be depended 
on in what they : advance upon any. ſabject. Perhaps it 
may be imagined, that they have not alluded to or 
given their ſentiments: upon the controverted ſubjocts, 
and that That is the reaſon of the ſilenee of the parties. 
engaged concerning what they had ſaid, and that this 
ſilence by no means infars, but: that what they had ad- 
vanced upon other topics: was received with que reſpect 
by.the bulk of Chriſtians. Though this notion appears 
very natural and reaſonable; yet it is ſo far from being 
founded in fact, that there | is not a lingle- heretical 
opinion of any conſequence which. Was advanced for 


two, 


* 


will be deemed a ſtrong argument againſt their ener. 


rence of unprejudiced or unbigotted perſons of com- 


[+] 
tao, 1 may ſay almoſt zhree centuries after Chriſt, but 
what is evidently alluded to by them. /Nevertheleſs, we 
do not find that the teſtimonies of theſe Fathers is ever 
adduced by the Catholics againſt the Heretiet, as 
ſubverſive of their peculiar notions, which ſhould 


naturally be of ſuch moment, no more than if they 
had never exiſted; which prima facie, I apprehend, 2 


baving had an exiſtence; unleſs we ſhould i impute the 
moſt, unaccountable oſcitaney to the orthodox con- 
troverſialiſts, which they by no means merit to be 
charged with; as, in order to ſupport orthodoxy, 
there are no ſort of arguments to which. they do not 
recur ; ſome of them utterly inadmiſſible, but ſome 
evincing an acuteneſs which ſhews the writer to be 
a perſon of uncommon. capability, I ſcruple not to 
aſſert, that greater ability has been exhibited in ſup- 
port of Chriſtianity, without including the moderns, 5 
khan has bebn done upon all the other ſubjecte of 
human inveſtigation ſince the creation of the world. 


Though I think that this would be the natural infe- 


mon ſenſe; yet Rill having to do with Chriſtians, not 
: one 
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one in a hundred of whom, be their ſect what it may, 


whether rigid Popery or pure Unitarianiſm, or any 
medium between them, I believe to be unprejudiced, 


or capable of only paying merited attention to argu- 


ments propoſed to them when in oppoſition to their 

former belief. This prejudice, which certainly exiſts 
upon every ſubject of human inveſtigation, yet ſtill, 

in ſubjects of religious ſpeculation, preſents itſelf 
N with ſo determined and ſuch a pre · diſpoſed an incli- 
nation not to yield aſſent to almoſt, if I ſhould not 

rather ſay entirely concluſive arguments, as not to 
4 render the ſituation of the writer who attempts to offer 
any thing i in oppoſition to it truly pitiable. This is 
ſtill farther increaſed in my ſituation, becauſe, having 
acknowled ged and profeſling-that Jeſus was an honeft 
man, and of courſe no impoſtor, it follows, that thoſe 
perſons whom Ican only ſay to be generally endowed 
with common ſenſe, I mean the free-thinkers or un- 
believers of the age, at leaſt as far as my converſe 
among mankind enables me to judge, and who are 
indiſputably a large portion of readers, will only deem 
the attempt to reconcile the doctrine and miſfion of 
Jeſus with che dictates of common ſenſe ſuch an ab- 
2 1 1 ſurd 
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* notion as unworthy the leaſt attention, and 
evincing that the propounder of it is fit for Bed- 
lam. So that my only hope of attracting the atten- 
tion of theſe, depends upon my firſt convincing 
Chriſtians, whom I deem to be the moſt prejudiced of 
men: for ſhould. unbelievers find that Chriſtians: laid 
aſide their religious prejudices, and had adopted a new 
ſyſttem, a ſyſtem however which is old as Jeſus, and 
which no learned Chriſtian can deny to be Jo, they 
may perhaps be induced fairly to examine writing 


which could have cauſed ſo unexpected a change. But | 
to the apparent paradox of my ſentiment, which will 
render many inattentive to it, is ſuperadded the length 
of the work in which the ſubjeCdis diſcuſſed; a work 
beſides ſo much disfigured with quotations | in the dead 
languages, which willwiake many V apprehend the ſub- 
ject to be above their oomprehenſion, which I truſt 
will be found not to be che caſe by any of my readers: * 
at leaft it has been my obj6Q, by the utmoſt ſimplicity | 
of language, to prevent it. However; notwithſtanding ” 
_ "the deſperkteriefs of my Gtuation, in the well-foutided 
| hope thiit irath im the ind mah ulways prevail; I perſo- 4 
v6r61: Not being ambitious of — general impdti- | 


bad : | en 2. tions 
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tations upon bodies of men, without in ſome meaſure 


ſubſtantiating them, I apprehend, that the Tontro- 


verſies between the Popiſh and Catholie with the Pro- 


teſtant writers for almoſt three centuries—of . both 


with their diſſenting and Unitarian brethren and of 


all ſects of Chriſtians againſt the F reethinkers, . 


without any « of the parties ſcarcely yielding even an 


iota to the other, evinces Chriſtian bigotry, independ- 


_ ently of the ancient controverſies. I ſhall now pro- ä 
ceed to my proper ſubject, beginning with the Apoſtelie 
2 Fathers, and making uſe of Le Clerc s admirable edition 


of 1724. 


Before I proceed farther, 1 muſt entreat the reader 


to retain firmly in mind that, accordin gto Tertullian 6, 


the Marcionite hereſy, or the opinion of thoſe who 
held that Chriſt had only a ſeeming body, ſprung up 
in che reign of Antoninus Pius, and according to the | 


Marcionites themſelves, in the hundred and fifteenth 


year after the Crucifixion > that is, in the hundred | 
and forty-third year of our æra, as elſewhere I ſhall 
ſhew; or the ſeventh year of the Emperor Antoninus 


Pius, who aſcended the Imperial * A. D. 137.— 


* Ad. Mar: L i. c. 19. 
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And cena that the Gnoſtie * did not ſpring : 
tp in the Apoſtolic age; for this fact we have the 
| moſt expreſs teſtimonies of Cyprian Biſhop of Car- 
| thage, and Firtnitian Biſhop of Czfarea, the metro - 
| polis of Cappadocia *, who, according to Dr. Lardher, 
Was as ſenſible a biſhop as any of his time, who agree 
in thinking that no one could be fo fooliſh as to itn 
: gin ee 
333 firſt of the apoſtolical Fathers who proſents 
_ himfelf to our conſiderations is Barhabas the Apoſtle, 
fo called by Clemens Alexandrinus, a learned writer, 
who is faid to have flouriſhed about the year 200 of . 
5 our vera. 3 1 
In the Philocalia, 2 work. containing — out 5 
of Origen's writings, made by Gregory Nazianzen 
and Baſil the Great , Barnabas is mentioned as hav- 
ing written/a Catholic Eff. This epiſtle, bowever, 
is pronounced + by: 'Eufebius to be ſpurious.” But even | 
| from its being called à Catholic epiſtle, in a work ex- 
trated from Otigen, muſt be admitted a8 a proof, that 
| irwasmade uſe of, or read in ehe aſſemblies or churches | 
of the primitive Chriſtians, For though Euſebius has 


» See. Firſt Part, Diſy. p. 25 1 | Lander, vol. 6 p. 4556 
| . . 
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New Teſtament . Moreover it is mentioned, to- 


herd; which though alſo pronounced by him to be 


ſpurious, yet he elſewhere admits + to haye been read 


in Chriſtian aſſemblies, as being a very uſeful book, 
efpecially for the young Catechumens, in which I 


doubt not the reader will pertectiy coincide when 1 


mall briefly ſtate what it contains. 


This piss 1 Barnabas now only exiſts i in a mu- 


7 tilated Greek copy, and in an old Latin verfion. This 


is generally admitted by the learned to be conſider- 


ably interpolated, as containing more than the ori- 


f ginal Greek copy. To diſcover theſe interpolations 


is not my buſineſs ; my taſk being only to prove that 


the ſmaller Epiſtle, by ſome eſteemed genuine, was 
not written in the firſt century, and of courſe that i it 
U does not belong to Barnabas, who is univerſally al- 
lowed to have lived in this century. The page 1 1 


tin en to e this is as follows: 


FRE, l, . 0. 25e xawng Habnxnce + Ib, Ce goÞ 
5 M m 2 | "1 es 


— it to be ſpurions, yet he acknowledges 
that it was 1 thoſe writings contained in the 


gerher with the book inſcribed Hermas, or the Shep- 
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„ 
& For unleſs he [Jeſus] - came in the fe 0, how 
de could we who ſaw him have been ſaved #7" This 
paſſage evidently alludes to the Docete hereſy.” 
As this Epiſtle was among thoſe writings recited in 
the aſſemblies of the faithful, but which Biſhop Horſ- 
ley affirms to be © extravagant: and nonſenſical in many. 
'  # parts,” leſt the Chriſtian reader might infer that his 
Lordſhip was not well. founded in his notiqn, ory 
if he was, that. the primitive Chriſtians were only a 
ſet of poor, canting, deluded, and deluding wretches, 
capable only of relihing, incomprebeiſſible nonſenſe, 
like ſome of the ſects of the godly in our times, the 
true antitypes of the primitiye Chriſtians, 1 ſhall ad- 
duce a few paſſageß from this apoſtle to prove it. 
Barnabas, who Was the companion of St. Paul, be- 
Giles quoting paſſages as from ſcripture which are not 
now to be found there, informs us, chat 19 80 Me boſe was 
prompted by the Ppirit 1 to firerch forth | his arms while t the 


Iſraelites were fighting againſt Amalek, it t Was to ſhe 
his being a type of the Croſs of Chriſt +; ; mn that the 


— 8 nd = 1% £34 45 


E yap jw nder ey caps, - was ay code aubfewei, coc, 
alle. 8. 5. alſo S. 1. : 


k rr Exod, e. wi 


brazen 


* 0 1 


brazen ſerpent, and Iſaiah, ch. lxv.'ver. 2. were in like 
manner typical of the Croſs of Chriſt, 


. 


Did not Proteſtants abſurdly imagine, that wor- 


mipping the Croſs was a corruption of Chriſtianity, 


introduced by the Roman church, I would not be at 


the trouble of adducing theſe paſſages. But they who, : 


with Biſhop Horſley, &c. will affirm that this Epiſtle 


is of the firſt century, ſhould admit chat the reſpeRt 


to ſpeak in the mildeſt terms, due to the Croſs, is 


5 almoſt contemporary with Chriſtianity itſelf.” More 


4 n 


over it is not to be imagined, that this fancy i is pe- 
culiar to the doating Barabbas: no, it is to be found 


4 in Juſtin * ä 'T, the holy Martyr as nis Lordſhip 
calls him, and alſo jn Tettullian, 95 80 zu 


There i is one conceit, however, of this holy oe 
to which his Lordſhip alludes, which, in order to 


give the reader a clearer inſight” into his character, I 
ſhall lay before him; namely; that the three Bundred 


and eighteen W belonging to "the houſehold of Abra- 


bam, whom be cir reumeiſed, were typical of our Tord . 


ky: avi our: for that the two firſt letters, 1 a 55 of the 


name Feſus x were a aka n the ier 1 ; and 


that 
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that T, tobicb in Grek raſenbut o Creſs, u of the va· 
Jae of three hundred: Perhaps when: Horace W 


edge Jadgits bells. 
„ 0 0D i 


It 


5 n to ſuch dreamers. But be this as it way, 


; 


1 . 17 . if 


the concatt could only be. of any value! in the Hebrew 
lapguag ge; this Epiſtle being addrefled to the Hebrew 


E444 45 k.. | Lal 1444s 14 
5 Gor1f * 


ſpec it miſerably fails, if lam to credit the learned | 


(2101 D 


Menard, who ſays that, t the letter Ti in Hebrew has 


riſtjans according tc to bis Lordſhip. But in this re-. 


TELE LI TY 


the value of four hundred and not three hundred * 17 
80 im his Lordſhip may admit with others __ 
this, 1 Epiſtle, was written to Gentile; Chriſtians, 
But be it written to whomſoever it may, we. $99 the 


fame conceit in the learned Juſtin Martyr. Tos 
3 to Hermas, This work is mentiond by 
7 wen frequently 7 by Tertullian, and b 7 Origets ; 
who with others eſteemed it a very uſeful book, and 
even dyioely inſpired +....1 will not diſpute this Fg 
rater of the work nich che pious preſbyrer ; though 
Dr. Priefiley affirms, that i it is ee volte and 1 
DONT E“ 

+ Lib, x. * in ks" ad 1 BY capitis 16 verſum 
* for 


1 272 
for this reaſon perhaps places the writer of it, whom 
the antients affirm, to have flouriſhed in the firſt cen- 
tury of Chriſtianity and to have 0 alſo the com- 
banion of St. Paul, in the ſecond century; deeming 
it utterly improbable that the diſciple of that apoſtle, 
whom he himſelf had proved to have argued erro- 
neouſly, could have had a diſciple who ſhould argue, in 


alike inconcluſive manner with bis maſter, This i is an 


inſtance of modern conſiſtency ! The ingenious Door 
might alfo have recollected, that the bleſſed Papias, 
| Biſhop of Hierapolis, the diſciple of St. John, i is ad- 
mitted on all hands to have been little better than 8 | 
dotard. The truth is, that the apoſtles do not appear | 
to have been inſpired by the Holy Spirit. in the choice 
of their ſucceſſors. 5 
The bock entitled "OA ent of four Nen, 
which are explained to him by the Church, who appears 


under the form of an old woman—A Iſo of twelve 
| com mands, given to him by the Shepherdunder whoſe 
' tutelage he had been placed. The fourth of theſe com- 

mands enjoins Chriſtians to take back an i 


wife, if ſhe repents. The ſixth commands Chriſtians 


to believe in two Genii, who ever accompany man- 
| kind 


in 
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ind, one 1 and the other evil 


ſemblances, or leſſons drawn from natural objects or 
vifions, ſtrongly perſuaſive to martyrdom. The nintk 


is particularly curious, for in it we ate told, that the 


a | + 


= young catechumen, Hermas, is carried by his Men- 
tor, the Shepherd, to a. high mountain in Arcadia, 
where among other pleaſin g objects preſented to his 
| view, are a number of beautiful virgins, four of whom 
excelled the others. They are "deſcribed to be in 7 


Greek ittire—beautifil—gracefil—fll of life and 


gy erg 7 #& Je 4 
„ i . + 3 : £ * SI 3 „ . 


Aſter having viſited "theſe pleaſing ſcenes two or 


| three times with his Mentor, he is at length left 


4 with theſe beautiful damſels, which diſtreſſed 


| him my much, and which he in vain refifted, 


He was not long in this agreeable ſociety, when the 


- mas; 


55 eldeſt of theſe maidens embracing, killed him: which - 


good example the others followed. Our prudent 


catechumen Was uneaſy at his dangerous ſituation; E 


but agreed to tay till evening, in expectation that his 


Mentor would return. However, When night began 


to > dra her ſable curtains, and he propoſing to de- 


, 83 
; 6 " , "2 Yy $3 7 


» Decors, 4 kilares, 4 prowptze 
part, 


1 


part, theſe ſweet and kind creatures inſiſted upon his 


paſſing the night with them, which from neceſiity, 
it not being in his power to depart, he was obliged to 
comply with. Theſe damſels accordingly ſpread their 


garments on the ground for a couch, and placed in the 


midſt of them our bluſhing Catechumen, Immedi- 
ately they all ſet to pray, and thus paſſed the night 


to the extreme ſatisfaction of Hermas,—Rifſl um teneatis. 
Mind, reader, that the ſhepherd, our Catechumen' 8 

Mentor, was appointed to this office by the Church : 

ſhe was an indulgent mother you will ſoy. Origen 


might well ſay that this book was very uſeful for 


young Catechumens, which appears alſo to have 


been the opinion of the great Athanaſius x. Perhaps 
ſuch writings were the cauſe of this pious preſbyter's 
misfortune... I ſuſpect that works of the ſame ſort 


would make our young fellows pay ſomewhat more 


attention to Chriſtianity than they ſeem likely ever 
to do as matters are now managed. Farther, we are | 
alſo informed by the Fathers, that martyrs, immedi- 
ately upon the ſeparation of the ſoul and body, en · 
joyed the beatifick viſion. Now . who, that was 
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thoroughly perſuaded of the ttuth of theſe things, 


994 J 


the enjoying the beatifick viſion and the ſociety 
of pretty girls, would not wiſh to die martyrs? for 
_ martyrs only, as we are alſo informed by the Chriſtian 
Fathers, though they have omitted to tell upon what 
authority, were entitled immediately after death 


to theſe privileges. | Perhaps this notion firſt gave 


riſe to Chriſtians addreſſing dead men: for being in 
the ſight of God, they might be ſuppoſed to have a 


good opportunity for interceding with the Deity for 
their ſinful brethren here on earth. 


I hare beard or:read of ous ciel oauſo of the quick 


progreſs of Mahometaniſm, namely, the aſſuring 


his followers that true Moſlems; or believers, would 


be attended by pretty black- eyed girls in ſhady bowers, 


1 hope he did not copy this from Chriſtian writings: 
however L do not recollect that he alſo n the 
beatifick viſion. 

In the Shepherd * the Holy Spirit! is called the Son of 


God, and Jeſus i is mad the ſervant of God, and its 


adopted by God as another Sen. 
: This work appears to me to be the oldeſt of any in 
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this collection of the truly learned Cotelerius : not 


only for the juſt mentioned ſingular notion, but alſo 


| becauſe I perceive no alluſions in it, notwithſtanding 

its length, to the Docete hereſy. 
$9) proceed next to the Epiſtle of Clemens Romanus, 

| ſaid to be the third biſhop'of Rome by the Greek Fa- 


thers ; but by the Latin Fathers, who, conſidering that 
he was a biſhop of Rome, ſhould be ſuppoſed to be the 
beſt authority in this caſe, affirmed to have immediately 


ſucceeded Peter in the See of Rome. A Sceptic 


might infer from this diſagreement among Chriſtian 


writers, who are allowed to have flouriſhed within leſs 
than a century after this Clement, that no ſuch perſon 
exiſted: ſeeing that the ſtate of learning at that time, 


ſo univerſally diffuſed throughout the Roman world, 
would,” by. writings of one fort or other, have pre- 


ſerved the true ſucceſſion of the firſt Roman Pontiffs. 


Farther, as the ſubject of the firſt Epiſtle of Clement 


had chiefly in view the feuds conſequent upon a va- 


_ eancy-iny the See: of Corinth, the memory of. theſe 


could not have been lo ect rely obliterated in leſs than 
a century, as to cauſe a difference in the date of this 
Epiſtle, of, thirty years. For between the modern 
41 5 Nn2 


Theologians 
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Theologians, who ſcruplenot univerſally,T apprehend, 
to aſcribe this Epiſtle to Clement, there is this differ- 
ence in! their reſpective dates of it: ſome ſuppoſing 
it to have been written in the reign of Nero; others 
towards the cloſe of Domitian's, If we give credit 
to the Latin F athers, and to the expreſs teſtimony of 
Tertullian, that Clement was the ſucceſſor of Peter 
in the See of Rome, the ſpuriouſneſs of this Epiſtle 


is at once evinced, unleſs we allow an earlier date to 


Chhriſtianity than is univerſally ſuppoſed. For on the 


forty fourth ſection, Clement ſays, „ wherefore we 
cannot think that thoſe may be juſtly thrown out 
of the miniſtry who were either appointed by the 
« [Apoſtles], or afterwards choſen by other eminent [ 
men with the conſent of the whole church.“ And 
* ene been for a long time commended by all,” Again 8 
he calls the church of Corinth “ ax ancient church.” 


Surely ſuch phraſeology will not apply to a church 


net twenty years founded: nay, allowing the Greek 
date not Hy. I ſay this, independently of the great 


improbability of feuds having ſprung up f6 early | 


among Chriſtians, were the religion taught by its 
founder of that mild character ſa much vaunted by 
FJ or #4. the 


| XN 
the Chriſtian profeſſors of it. To ſay that this Epiſtle 
was written towards the end of the reign of Domitian 


only enereaſes the difficulty ; for, independently of this 


being contrary to the teſtimony of the Latin Fathers, 
who muſt be allowed to be the beſt authority upon 
this head, the traditionary teſlimony is hereby re- 
duced from one hundred to ſeventy years, and of 
5 courſe impoffible to be forgotten. 1 am even liberal 
in theſe calculations, as it is the general opinion 


among Chriſtian writers, that Chriſtianity was not 


_ preached at Rome before the reign of Nero, or twenty 
years' after the time I allow it. Juſtin Martyr ſays = Wl 
expreſsly, that no one preached Chriſtianity. to the f 
Gentiles before the Apoſtles themſelves * and Dr, ol 
Lardner has laid down the date of Matthew's Goſpel 1 

to be about the year A. D. 64, who is by the ancients 

allowed to have been the firſt Apoſtle who wrote a 

« Goſpel, and that too before the Apoſtles left the 

» 4 to preach to the Gentiles. To proceed. 
pay" writer, Section 6, mentions the Danaides 
and Dirce. To quote fable may be thought ſtrange 

in ſo early x Chriſtian Father. Section 19, 'He 
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calls the Fatber the creator of all A which 
is contrary to true orthodox Ibidem, Section 20. 
In Section 21, I think he plainly alludes to the 
Doctte : for after wentioning certain boaſters of 


a their knowledge, he mentions immediately after 8 
the blood of Jeſus, Chriſt. Sections 23, 24, 25, as 
Ootelerius obſerves *, has; there are a few far- 
fetched types in this Epiſtle, as well as in that of 
Barnabas. If the learned will admit that the Mar- 
cionites are alluded to in the*21ft Section, and which 
eannot reaſonably be diſputed, as the Fathers them - 0 
ſelves cite theſe paſſages in the New Teſtament; in 
which we find a ſimilar phraſeology, againſt the Mar- 
cionites, the e of this Epiſtle muſt be placed 
ier the origin of the Marcionite Hereſy. - Ra 0 20 
Mr. Gibbon obſerves, vol. i. p. 584. n. 170. 60 that 
« the Epiſtle. of Clemens does not lead us to diſcover 
«'any traces of epiſcopacy either at Corinth or Rome.” 
1 own that I think that Sections 42 and 44 neceſla- 
rily infer it at both places. I would not notice this 
particular, but, leſt the ſilence of this writer upon ſo 
Material a point ſhould be adduced againſt me in fa- 


| In Judicio de Ep, Barn. 
your . 


[ 279 | 
your of the antiquity of this Epiſtle, and ſupported 


with the authority of this mo ingenious writer. 
Me have a fragment of a ſecond Epiſtle to the Co- 
rinthians aſcribed to the ſame Clemens, which wha 

held to be apocryphal by the ancients : and notwith- 


ſtanding what the learned Cotelerius has advanced in 


ts favour, which however equally affects the authen- 
ticity of the Ads of the Apoſtles, it is, I apprehend, al- 


moſt univerſally deemed to be ſpurious by the learned 


moderns. A principal objection to its being genuine 


is the quotations from apocryyhal books: though, in 


——— 
iT on Tg — — 
—— onto — earn 


the opinion of the learned Photius, the firſt Epiſtle 


is not quite free from this impurity. The gth Sec- 


tion, in which the author ſpeaks concerning the re- 
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ſurrection of the dead, which was denied by the Do- 
cetæ, and all the Gnoſtics, places the true date of 
this Epiſtle after the riſe of the Gnoſtic Hereſy, that 
is long after the apoſtolie age. See Firſt Part Diſq. 
P. 41. 1 on 4411 e ; 

I ſhall next conſider the epiſtles aſcribed to St. Ig- 


natius, who, Dr. Lardner affirms, is allowed by all to 
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have been biſhop of Antioch ; yet I muſt acknowledge, 


that notwithſtanding. this. unanimity of the ancients 


* „ 
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1 2860 ] 
and moderns, 1 am bold enough to queſtion not only 
his having been biſhop of Antioch, but even his ever 
having lad an exiſtence. Firſt, it is not determined by 
the ancients whether he was the fir biſhop of Antioch 
Aldor Peter, or the ſecond or the bird *. Euſebius 


ſays he was the ſecond, and Jerome the third. This 
diſagreement among the ancients muſt appear ſtill 
more extraordinary, when we conſider the reſpecta- 
bility of his ſee, Antioch, the third city of the Ro- 
man world; and this, too, notwithſtanding Irenzus, 
who was from Aſia, ſpeaks of him, who is univer- 
ally allowed by the moderns to have flouriſhed in the 
ſecond century, and who was probably born early in 
the ſecond century, and may be deemed almoſt a con- 
temporary of St. Ignatius. Secondly, We ate in- 
formed by the earlieſt account which we have of this 
martyrdom, and which is written by an eye-witneſs, | 
if we are to believe its author, that it took place in 
the ninth year of Trajan, or A. D. 106, in the con- 
ſulſhip of Senecio and Sura; but they were not con- 
ſuls till the year 109, as is allowed by the learned 
moderns. Thirdly, This account mentions that he 
r 
Was 


was condemned when Trajan. was at Antioch ; but it- 
is alſo well known to the learned that Trajan was not 


at Antioch before the year 112, or fix years after the 


time. of the martyrdom, as determined by the. firſt 


narrator, Biſhop Horſley, - with the more celebrated 
maoderns, Pearſon, Lloyd, Pagi, Le Clerc, Fabricius, 


places this tranſaction i in the year 116, ten years af- 


ter the original hiſtorian, who declares himſelf an eye: 
witneſs, But is it to be conceived, that the original 
writer, if he lived in the ſame century, oreven though 


he were not an eye-witnefs but had lied in this par- 
ticular, could have ſo egregiouſly blundered as to 


have erred ten years? Such an idea is abſurd. Would 


not Irenzus, who was an Aſian, ln corrected the 


relation of the original narrator, when he mentiong 


the martyrdom. of this holy biſhop, had he thought 


there was any thing materially erroneous in his ac- 


count? Would not Euſebius and Jerome, when ſpeak- 


ing of this martyrdom, inſtead of only making it one 
Year later, namely the tenth of Trajan, when Senecio 


and Sura were conſuls, haye further obſeryed che 


other chronological difficulties which accompanied 


the firſt relation, ſuch as Trajan's not being at An- 
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1 
tioch in the tenth year of his reign, which they 


knew as well as the moderns. But if they had, like 


theſe, placed this martyrdom in the year 112 or 1 16, 


they were ſenſible that they would have written with- 
out any authority at all : _ they therefore abided, as 
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well as they could, by the original account, which, 
in the age in which it was drawn up, anſwered very 
well for thoſe perſons for whom it was intended, 


being nothing more than a groſs deluſion, fabricated 


if 
1 
* 


to impoſe on the credulity of perhaps well meaning 
and honeſt individuals, and who in the main deſpiſed | 
critical learning, by which the forgery might be eaſily 
proved. | Theſe learned writers, therefore, knowing 
chat the relation was unfounded, but ſtill conſcious 
that ſach relations promoted the cauſe of Chriſtianity, 
inſerted it, with the trifling alteration I have noticed, 
in their writings ; regardleſs of the almoſt inefface- 
able ſtain which it hay left on the memory of one of 
the greateſt and moſt amiable of men, the Emperor 
55 Trajan. But to protect the character of a Heathen, 
however virtnous, "was of little relative conſequence, 


when put in oppoſition with advancing the religion 
of the ſaints. Modern Chriſtians, however, inſtead 


3 3 t $89 3 


of ſuſpeRing a narative loaded with obvious chrono- 


logical difficulties, and highly improbable from the 
character of the prince, have diſplayed their ingenuity. 


in reconciling, by any means, with hiſtoric truth, a 


relation which diſgraces human nature, leſt, perhaps, 


Chriſtianity ſhould be obliged to abandon one of her 


triumphs, diſgraceful triumph ! over Paganiſm. But 


independently of the marks of time, ſo particularly 


mentioned by the original writer, being utterly irre- 


concileable with hiſtory, I ſhall farther ſhew from 


favage butchery of the martyrs at Lyons. | 


leled impudence to cite the letters of Marcus Aure· 


ſoldiers, when his army was oppreſſed with drought, 
by their prayers obtained rain from heaven; though 


the epiſtles themſelves of Ignatius, whether the 
ſhorter and more genuine, or the longer, that they 
were compoſed long ter the reign of this amiable 
Prince; but before I enter upon examining them, 
I ſhall conſider the celebrated martyrdom of this 
Saint, as alſo that of Polycarp ; ; and the more than 


Tertullian, whoſe character, as allowed by all, is 
that of an enthuſiaſtic bigot, who had the unparal 


lius as undoubted proof, chat a legion of Chriſtian | 


„ Origen, 
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Ongen Who flouriſhed ſhortly after Tertullian, a. 


ſures us it was unlawful for Chriſtians even to re- 


di invading enemies in battle. How then could they 
be ſuppoſed to form a part of an invading army? 


Moreover, Tertullian had the credulity, or perhaps I 
ſhould ſay, effrontery to aſſure ws, that -"Tiborive 
of Czfar propoſed to the Roman ſetiate the enrolling or 


adopting Chriſt among the gods of Rome. Yet this 


very Tertullian, whoſe abilities are unqueſtionable, 


Who reſided in a fouriſhing commercial city, Car- 


thage, within a few days fail 6f Rome, Smyrna, and 
Lyons, the ſcenes of theſe martyrdoms, which two 


2 laſt cities were in thoſe times to the full as commer- 


| cial as at this day: to fay nothing of Rome, which 


contained millions of inhabitants, and which imported 
4 conſiderable portion of its daily proviſion from the : 
neighbourhood of Carthage: J  hevertheleſs, I ſay, that 
this fiery bigbt, of ardent cutlolity, is utterly Glent 

concern: ng thoſe bardarities; but not only ſo, but in 
xp terms pie * lie t to tem. For Ut: er- 5 


bs 48 «1 * 


5 Ad Cell p. 79 253 255 xa. Spencer, 


* 


95 Tentaverat et Denied, portio Neronis de crudelitate; ſed qua 5 
homo, ow * repreſlit, reſlitutis quos relegaverat. Tales 
84 70 K ; RE | 


14. 


3 


preſsly aſſures us, that Chriſtians were only perſecuted 
by wicked princes, and monſters of inhumanity, even 
| in the opinion of the Heathens themſelves, ſuch as 
Neto and Domitian ; whoſe perſecution, according to 


Tertullian, was very gentle indeed, conſiſting in the 


temporary baniſhment of a few whom he even re- 


| called. But he alſo aſſures us, that the perſecution 
carry ing on againſt Chriſtians was partly fruſtrated 
by Trajan, who forbade Chriſtians to be ſought after, 


alluding to Pliny's Epiſtle and Trajan' 8 Reſcript,— 


That Marcus Aurelius not only protected them, but 


retorted againſt their perſecutors that puniſhment 


pronounced by the laws againſt Chriſtians. In like | 


ſemper nobis inſecutores, injuſti, impii, turpes, quos et ipſi damnare 
conſueſtis, a quibus damnatos reſtituere ſoliti eſtis. Ceterum de tot 


exinde principibus ad hodiernum, divinum humanumque ſapientibus ; 
edite aliquem debellatorem Chriſtianorum. At nos e contrario edimus 
pProtectorem, ſi literæ Marci Aurelii graviſſimi imperatoris requirantur, 
quibus illam Germanicam Sitim, Chriſtianorum forte militum preca- 
tionibusꝰ impetrato imbriꝰ diſcuſſam conteſtatur. Sicut non palam ab 
ejuſmodi hominibus poenan dimovit, ita alio modo palam diſperſit, 


adjecta etiam accuſatoribus damnatione, & quidem tetriore. Quales 


ergo leges iſtz, quas adverſus nos ſoli exercent impii, injuſti, turpes, 


truces, vani, dementes ? Quas Trajanus ex parte fruſtratus eſt vetando 
inquiri Chriſtianos : quas nullus Hadrianus, quamquam curioſitatum om- 


nium explorator ; null us Veſpaſianus, quamquam Judzorum debellator: 
nullus Pius, nullus Verus impreſſit. ow 8. 3 
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manner that Adrian, Antoninus Pius, Lucius Verus 
were not perſecutors; and I apprehend that Commodus 
was never deemed to be a perſecutor. Severus, the 
ſucceſſor of Commodus, he alſo aſſures us *, was kind 
to Obirifiians': ſo that we have the teſtiniony of this 
fiery enthuſiaſt, that for the ſpace of one hundred and 
fourteen years, unleſs ſome Chriftian adventurer will 
diſpute with me eoncerning Commodus not having 
| been a perſecutor, 1 ſay then that we have an inter- 
val of one hundred and fourteen years from the com- 
mencement of the reign of Trajan, A. D. 975 to the 
: death of Severus, A. D. 21 I, during which the Church 


was not perſecuted, at leaſt by Imperial authority. I 


19 5 might reſt my cauſe here, as this fingle argument, in 


the judgment of the unbigotted, would alone be ſuf- 
ficient to overthrow whatever could be adduced to ſup- 
port theſe martyrdoms, But it being a point of conſidera · | 
ble im portance, Iſhall continue the inveſtigation; farther. 
The acts of St. Ignatius then informs us, that in 
the ninth year of the reign of Trajan, after having 
1 conquered the Scythians and Dacians, he was at An» 
tioch on his march againſt the Parthians; that Igna- 


„* Ad Scorp; 0 4. | 
Oe tius, 
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tius, biſhop of that city, knowing his intention of de- 


ſtroying Chriſtianity, preſented himſelf before him : 


when, after a ſhort but highly improbable converſa- 


tion, he was ordered by Trajan to be carried to Rome 


to be devoured by wild . ; which ſentence he re- 


ceived with much joy. Accordingly, having been 
conveyed to Laodicea, the port of Antioch, he was 


put on board a ſhip; arriving at Smyrna, he was 


put aſhore, and received with great kindneſs by Poly- 


carp, biſhop of that city; who, with himſelf, had 
been a pupil of the Apoſtle John—from thence he is 
carried to Troas, Neapolis, through Macedonia and 


| Epire to Epidamnus, where embarking he arrived at 


Puteoli, and thence to the port of the Romans, per- 


haps Oſtia. Here, underſtanding that the faithful 


intended reſcuing him from ſuffering according to 


Trajan's ſentence, he entreated them, as he had be- 


—— 


fore done while at Smyrna, not to envy him that hap- x 
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pineſs which he ſhould ſhortly enjoy in appearing be- 
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fore his Lord: then praying to the Son of God for the | 
Churches to put a ſtop to the perſecution — to pro- 


mote mutual love among the brethren—he is carried 


to the amphitheatre and deyoured by wild beaſts: 


* 


5 5 contrary 
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cable difficulties, yet it is evidently the ſource whence 


* 
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85 contrary to his wiſhes they left unbroken the larger 
bones, which were collected and ſent to Antioch, 
| This tranſaction took place, according to the original 


writer, & on the 13th of the Calenas of January; : that i is, 
« the 20th day of December, Sura and Senec io bring a 
« ſecond time conſuls, of theſe thi ngs og: an ws 3 
« neſs,” e. 20 
| Here the writer declares himſelf to be an exe · wit 
noſes and though the account labours under inextri- 


al the ſucceeding hiſtorians have drawn their rela- 
tions, The difficulties are many and obvious to the 
learned: for the ſatisfaction of other readers, I ſhall, 1 
| | beſides theſe already noticed, point out a few. ; 
F * It is highly improbable that a \ priſoner, con 
demned by the Emperor. himſelf, ſhould be brought 
ſuch a circuitous Journey. to Rome; but Kill more ſo, 
that he ſhould be permitted, during his journey, = 
be viſited by the brethren, whom he was encouraging 
*.of by letters, for he wrote no fewer than ſeven while on E 
his way, to perſeyere in that religion which the Em- 
peror was reſolved to exterminate, Is' it uſual for ſol- 


diers ſo remiſaly to execute the alen of their ſupe 
„ 3 LES riors 


FI 2 } 
t Trajan their beloved Emperor, and faecell- 


ful leader. I believe few will be hardy enough to af- 


anal zunleſs perhaps thoſe who may think, that 


as God hardened the heart of Pharoah, he might in. 
He manner 2 often that of thoſe foldiers who guarded 
this holy ſaint, but who, notwithſtanding their gentle 


| treatment of him, calls them leopards. 


Secondly, An eye-witneſs could not have been mif- 


i taken in the perſons who were confuls, which this 
writer aſſuredly was. 


In a relation which we have of this martyrdom i in 


M etaphraſtes we are informed, that Trajan conſe 110 
the Roman Senate at Antiach, as if the Roman Senate | 


accompanied the Emperor ; - and that Ignatius was of- 


fered the high prieſthood by Trajan if he would 


change his religion. The mere mentioning ſuch ab- 


ſurdities i is their confutation. 


* proceed to the martyrdom of the bleſſed Polycarp, 
biſhop of Smyrna. Our knowledge of this tranſaction 


is derived from an Epiſtle from the church of Siuyrna 
to the church of Philadelphia, a city of Lydia, a0 


cording to fome copies; but according to others to 


the church of Phitomelia, A city of Greater Phrygia. 


PaRT II. „ This 
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This diſagreement will duly impreſs ſceptical readers, 


The Epiſtle obſerves, that Polycarp was the twelfth 
5 that ſuffered martyrdom at this time, which |} is ſome- 


what extraordinary: ſeeing that whether this martyr- 
dom took place in the reign of Adrian—or Antoninus 


Pius—or Marcus Aurelius (for the learned haye not 


yet ſettled to which of theſe it ſhould be placed); 3 it 


I; difficult to account for Tertullian s acquitting theſe 


three princes of perſecution, when one of them muſt. 


have been guilty, had this martyrdom. ever taken 
place in effect. It farther informs us, that it hap- 


pened under the proconſulſhip of Statius Quadratus ; I 
and the Alexandrine Chronicle fays in the year of 


our ærar 33. The judicious Tillemont, however, Is 


to far from being impoſed upon by this date, that be 


ſcruples not. to place it in the year 1 1663 others even | 
as late as 169 : yet one would imagine, that the au- C 
thor of the Chronicle ſhould have. been as capa- 
8 ble of determining the true date of this remarkable 
tranſaQion as Any of the 3 ingenious moderns. | He is, ; 


beſides, very particular in what he puts down: it. 


runs thus Hog Olympiad 235—lndex - Marcus * 


ce « Lucius 4—Alianus and Paſtor conſuls, anno I 33. 


* 
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By what 1 have ſaid, 1 do not mean to defend the 


chronology, or date of the Alexandrine chronicle: it 
is utterly abſurd. But it ſhews, notwithſtanding this 
tranſaction is mentioned by ſeveral of the ancients, 


yet that there remained no genuine monument, to di- 


rect them in fixing che date of * which circumſtance 


alone ſhould create ſuſpicion, We are alſo told, in 


the firſt relation, that Philip of Tralles Was higk-⸗ 
prieſt, and alſo Aſiarch. The nature of this laſt 
office 1 have not ſeen clearly explained: but that a 
native of Tralles ſhould be high-prieſt at Smyrna, 2 


far more conſiderable eity, appears improbable.—But 


to the martyrdom. 


This holy biſhop, we are informed, foreſbeiing the. 


ſtorm, retired a ſmall. diſtance from Smyrna; | but 


when diſcovered by the ſoldiers who were ſent in queſt 


of him, he boldly avowed himſelf to be the perſon 
whom they ſought after. When brought before the 
Proconſul, profeſſing himſelf to be a Chriſtian, he is 
ordered by him to be devoured by wild beaſts. The 
Proconſul, however, being, informed by Philip the 
re * That was not allowable : as he had ful- 
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filled his engagements in regard of the public games *, 
Upon which the Preconſul orders him to the flames, 
When the pile was ſet fire to, oh, ſtrange to tell! the 
flames, inſtead of devouring the body of this holy faint, 
ſurrounded it ; jnſomuch that the ſpectators, enraged, 
ordered the perſon appointed for this purpoſe, to put 
him to death, which he did by poniarding him: when, 
oh wonderful to relate! a dove flew out of the wound, 
and ſo much blood flowed from it, though he was 
eighty ſix yearsold, as to extinguih the flames. Upon 
this the devil, fearing that the Chriſtians ſhould have 
his remains, ſuggeſted to Nicetas, the father of Herod, 
the brother of Alces, to go to the Proconſul, and 
| perſuade him not to give the body for burial : but a 


- 


quarrel ariſing among the Jews, who were great lick 
lere upon all ſuch buſineſſes againſt the Chriſtians, the 
Centurion bad: the body placed i in the midſt of the fire, 
and burned it: the remains were collected by the 
Chriſtians, and afterwards duly honoured. | Obſer- 
vations upon this tranſaction are Sade However, 


1 do not underſtand my author here, nor the commentators ; but 
follow, to the beſt of my abilities, Rufinus the ancient expoſitor, wha 
| ſhould be beſt acquainted with the nature of the office ; but it is . no 


conſequence, in regard of my argument, | 
os ] canngt | 
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Leaanot here paſs by cenfuring Dr. Lardner, who men- 

tions nothing of the flames ſarrounding the body witk- 

out touching it of the dove of the blood —of the 

devil. But inſtead of following the original rela- 
tion, follows that given by Euſebius. Nay, he does 
not even do that ſame, for Euſebius does mention the 

| circumſtances of the blood, and the devil; and though = 

be ſeems to have forgotten the dove, in revenge ho 
' mentions a particular not obſerved in the Epiſtle; 


5 


namely, that a voice from Heaven was heard by many 
[Cbriftions preſume], defiring Polyearp to be of good. 
courage. From hence it is evident, that Dr. Lardner 
followed neither the relation. in the Epiſtle of the 
Church of Smyrna, nor even his authority Euſehius, 
who ſeems to have known no other relation of this 
martyrdom than that in the Epiſtle, but has given vs 
a garbled account of it. Perhaps he dreaded telling 
the whole truth, leſt his work ſhould, with all porſons 
of common ſenſe, be thought to lay the axe to the 
root of that religion which he laboured ſo much to | 
_ eſtabliſh. I ſhall obſerve, that had ſuch a perſon as 
Statius Quadratus been Proconſul, the moderne could. 
have had no pretext for placing ſo uch later the date 
0 05 
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of this martyrdom than the original narrator: for whichi 
reaſon they ſuppoſe, that the paragraph in which this 
is mentioned, is an interpolation, or addition of a later 
writer. However, if this notion was well ground- 
ed, it is difficult to conceive, the author of the 
Alexandrine chronicle ſnould have followed him in 
His error. Moreover, admitting this notion to bo 
well-founded, the relation will become ſtill more 
ſuſpicious; for though we are informed who was the 
Aſiarch, and Irenarch, whoſe office reſembled that of 
Conſtable, yet the Proconſul, though named eight 

times by this title, and once by that of. Preſident, 1 


not mentioned at all by his own name, if we affirm 
that the paragraph containing the name of Statius 
Quadratus does not belong to the original narration, 
which muſt be allowed to be a conſiderable difficulty. - 
Inconſiderable people are unknown; but perſons in- 
veſted with the Proconſular dignity. muſt be known | 
to all, therefore dangerous to' tell tales of them, as 
heir deſcendants would refute the _—_ when r 
Mo. 60/17 dt nv Brut 1 fiiidalls 
I ſhall proceed to the martyrs of * and Vi- 


anne, of hich we have an account in the firſt chapter 


„ 
of the fifth book: of the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of Eu- 
ſebius, which is taken from the relation of theſe 
churches, ſent by them to the churches of Aſia and 
Phrygia. e OR "4 \ 
le informs us, that this perſecution commenced. in 
the ſeventeenth year of Marcus Aurelius; and ob- 
ſerves, that from Wa of it, his readers may 
form a juſt idea of what Chriſtians had ſuffered in 


other provinces. Strange, paſling ſtrange! that Ter- 


| tullian, who lived in thoſe times, ſhould be ignorant 


of them, and who was a Chriſtian, and has beſides ae- 


quitted. Marcus Aurelius of being a perſecutor, I am, 


ſecondly, to obſerve, that in the relation of this mar- 


; tyrdom, though Euſebius mentions the Preſident napwr 


twelve times by. this title, yet he never once mentions 


his name. Euſebius was a profeſſed hiſtorian, and 


muſt have known, that deſcribing a perſon only by 


his official title, was a very fiſpidiaus mode, when 


ſpeaking of any tranſaQion, Mill more of an impro- 


bable one. Thirdly, we find, that ſeveral of the ſuf- 
ferers were Greeks : the name of their aged biſhop, 
Pothinus, is affirmed by Valeſius, who 18 quoted with 
approbation by Lardner, to be of Greek extraction. 


Irenzus, 


„ 
lnenzeus, his ſucceſſor, is by all acknowledged to be 
» Greek, This muſt appear odd enough in a eity in 
which Latin was only ſpoken, in which language few 
Greeks ever made much progreſs, but a knowledge of 

Latin would then be indiſpenſibly necefſary for its 
biſhop; as in this early age none but biſhops had the 
privilege of preaching, and to preach i in an unknown 
| language was a refinement as yet unknown. Farther 
dhe epiſtle, whence Euſebius has extracted his relation, 
uin written in the joint names of the churches of Lyons 


aud Vienne. This mode is unique in exclefiaſtical 


| hickory + and the diftance between theſe towns ſhould, 
it ſeems, preclude fueh an intimate conneQion, inde» 


pendently of the improbability of bringing Chriſtians 


from Vienne to put them to death at Lyons. One 
would apprehend, if the end of puniſhment, to deter 

by example, had been che object in view, either of 
the Proconſul, or Preſident of Gaul, that to puniſly of» 


+ fenders in their own cities, or where they had offended, Cs 


ſhauld have been the mode which ought. to have been : 
| adopted by him. F arther, as Gaul was a Procenfular 
government, the title of its governor was not Hogemon, * 
bus Anthupatos. Thoſe J apprehend will be deemed tobe 
_ ſolid 


| L 297 J 1 
ſolid objections againſt the whole narrative, even with- 


out laying any ſtreſs on the teſtimony of Tertullian 
acquitting Marcus Aurelius. 
Twill not harrow the reader's, or my own feeling, 


with giving the pargiculars'of this horrid butchery. 
Cruelties which never entered into the imagination of 
any favage, and which Monkiſh ſolitude was only ca- 


pable of conceiving. It is obſerved, in the relation, 


that ſeveral, after enduring cruelties ſcarcely conceiv- 
able, were placed upon hot iron chairs, where they 
were dreadfully burned, and the tendons of their 
limbs rendered uſeleſs; yet, after a ſhort interval; when 


ſubjeRted to a repetitio 


Preſident wrote to Marcus Aurelius, informing him 
how matters ſtood ; and that his reſcript was, „that 


« they who confeſſed Chriſt ſhould be put to death; 
but that if any denied themſelves to be Chriſtians, 
40 they might be ſet at liberty.” . Is it to be believed, 

| that after an interval (for an interval of many days 


muſt have intervened between the Preſident's letter 


and the Emperor s reſcript), that the humane Aurelius, | 


Pat II. 4 even 


of the ſame puniſhment, they 
recovered the uſe of their limbs. It is alſo obſerved 
in this letter, that during: theſe barbarities, that the 
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even though philoſophy had not taught him huma- 
nity, yet {till his tender conſtitution ſhould, Was Ca- 
pable of giving ſuch anſwer? To ſuppoſe it, argues a 
total ignorance of human nature, nay utter imbe- 
cilityz and evinces, that the: greateſt of men, a 
Scaliger, a Lardner, &c. when ſubject to religious 
prejudices, do not, in ſound judgment, ſurpaſs children, 

| Farther, Euſebius mentions this tranſaCtion ten years 
earlier in his Chronicle than in his Eccleſiaſtical Hif- 

| tory ; which ſhews, that he had no undoubted records 
to guide him. However, the learned have diſcovered 


that the relation in the former, with regard to the 
date, is to be diſregarded ® ; and beſides, that the tvwo 
accounts do not diſagree. If the moderns are not 
learned in eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, no one after this will 
deny that they are ingenious. 740 
Thad made the extract from Tertullian, P» 284, be- 


fore I perceived that the moderns had, in like manner, 


125 turned chat deciſive paſſage i in favour of my argument i 
againſt me . However, as it is obſerved by the Fa- 
thers, that the Devil himſelf could quote ſcripture to 
. le Lander, F. 20% a etit; * „ Lander, Gb . . K 
p. 226 n v. vii. p. 4444. | fop port | 
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ſupport bie cauſe, it is not ſurpriſing that bigotted 
Chriſtians ſhould take advantage of an unlucky forte, 


or by chance in the relation, which evidently applies 
to the efficacy of the ſoldiers prayers, and not at all to 
the Emperor's letter, which is evinced not only by 
Euſebiusꝰs tranſlation of Tertullian in his Eocleſiaſtical 
Hiſtory, and | alſo by a fimilar paſſage in Tertullian 


againſt Scapula * „but alſo by the verb conteflatur (it 


is proved). But as Tertullian clearly affirms, that in 
the opinion of the heathens themſelves, the Chriſtian 
perſecutors were wicked and abandoned princes, I | 
ſhall give up the entire argument, when it hall be 


ſhewn, that in the opinion of the heathens, Trajan | 


and Marcus Aurelius were eſteemed wicked or aban- 


| doned princes. © 


' Perhaps' the Epiſtle of Pliny to Trajan, and his 
reſcript, will be adduced againſt me, as concluſive 
teſtimony” of the latter's having been a perſecutor. 

But ſurely the Epiſtle itſelf bears on che face of it 
obvious marks of ſpurioùfneſs. However I ſhall con- 


ſſder it, firſt ag before * reader, what is agreed 6 
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on by all writers, concerning Pliny's private cha- 
racter. 

That he was a man of ual and of courſe accu- 
rate poſſeſſed of elegant knowledge and accompliſh- 
- ments—and, except in what concerned Chriſtianity, of 


® 9 


rut humanity, is the unanimous ſentiment of all 
welder; e hays Ipo r hit“ That“ perſon of 
this character ſhould be guilty. of atrocities againſt 
human beings,” be their private opinions what they 
might, ought not to be admitted except on the moſt 
unexceptipnable teftimony. ' Yet what evidence have 
we of this fact daid to his charge ? None ; except an 
Epiſtle Which bears internal marks of ſpuriouſneſs, in- 
dependently of its giving a moſt favourable character 
of the individuals who were the objects of his barba-· 
rous bigotry:. Bigots ſeldom ſpeak well of thoſe whom 
they perſecute ;-in fact, if there be any favourable cir- 
cumſtances that ought to be mentioned by them they 
are concealed, and their errors ſhockingly'overabarged? 
and it is well-known that Chriſtians, in the age of 
which we! ate ſpeaking, were hot exempt fem this 


too common human frailty: there being few vices 


which they have not imputed to the Gnoſtics, though 


N F from 
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from the well known tenets of theſe we ought to ex- 


pect that they were a very virtuous ſect. Farther, 


the ſilence of the Chriſtians concerning this letter for 
nearly a century, ſhould make cautious perſons ap- 


prehenfive of forgery, when in thoſe ages publiſhing. 
writings with falſe titles is well known to have been 
very common. Neither were the Chriſtians, even 


in reſpect of their ſacred writings; exempt from blame 
on this head, if we are to credit Celſus's Jew (who 
I ſhall thortly ſhew to have been a Nazarene, or 
believer i in Jeſus), and Julian. Trypho the Jew, in 
Juſtin Martyr's Dialogue, has the ſame imputation 
againſt them in regard of the Old Teſtament, who 
was alſo a Nazarene. I ſhall however enter farther 
into particulars, 1 
Lardner ſays e, that © the Ae eden, of this 


© Epiſtle is rather de AP" than ordinary, be- 


. 


— 3 
- - ST veg ISS —_— . 
12 LI 4 — Ys n . * z _ > © . 
a . 1 — 5 p We - — os no . 
Re EO —— . 4 Sb 8 2 — —— — — — . - * RIG ES en AM SIG ee * 2 8 5 : —_— _ ,-- l — — 
r — e n n * mY - . 8 2 _ . —ů— — HE 1 2 — CER —_ - 
7, fr > Pc a x6 » * * W = * —— On - . , L * r 1 — \ 8 — EI —_— 
2 4 > OS Fa 4 n —_— _ —— oo l *. 1 M7 J 8 * N 8 — — ne” 
— Ke. og nx, — . 2 E - 2 - FE . 2 hb EF) 7 A ee 2 — 933 a 
n — n 8 8 q ER bm = > — 7; 3 r 1 
pigs 8 3 2 1 5 2 _— 1 . ml o * 
n - —_ 2 e _ — 7 N — = 8 — 
0 = nope Mr ITE. 397 . : 4 2 2 — * - 
2 * 9 L __ 5 TLIODIES r * n 
* = N on h j = PW... % 


Lo F 4 * — nM —_ 
_ * p * _ 
=? 0 _—_ 
RRR ng τ EA me Th, 


' cauſe of che importance of the preſent ſubje& of 
« enquiry.” This obſervation, inaſmuch. as it re- 
gards the importance of the ſubjeft, is unfounded : | 
Chriſtianity being in the opinion. of the Heathens a 


„vol. vi. Page #76, eden, and vol. ut, ret 0 Heathen Teſti- 
monies, 


4 00 


\ 


( * | 
ſubject of little moment, as is evinced from their al- 
moſt total ſilence concerning it for two centuries *; 
which fact ſhews, that all thoſe edifts of Trajan, of 
Adrian, &e. &c. are forgeries, unleſs we ſuppoſe that 
che hiſtorians of thoſe times omitted to notice thoſe. 
tranſacti e which engaged the attention of govern- 
ment ſo much as to demand ungſual reſeripts; than 


which there cannot be a more improbable fuppoſition, 
Therefore if there be a more than ordinary formality 


in the introduction of this Epiſtle, it will: add, inſtead 8 


of leſſening, to the An of! NY ee m 
its en in el ge 

«Pliny to the Eeviards l Tri jan Health +. 

4 It is cuſtomary for me, Sir, to refer to you con- 


cc cerning all matters of which I have any doubt. 
4 For who can better reſolve my doubt, or iriſtruct 


C my ignorance ? I was never preſent at the trials of 
« Chriſtians : therefore I am ignorant what and how | 


« far it may be cuſtomary either to puniſh, or make 
6 inqueſt, after them. Nor have I been 2 little at à 


© 6.” 


* Via! Gibbon, vol/i. $1694. 1. 24% {90 K ge, 


j 


10 1 1 ſhall only give thoſe parts of the leter which I ſhall make te fub | 
ject of my e at we original and tranſlations arp every Where 
4 nay. | | 
es e 
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\ 


£c 


* 


& or whether it ought not to be regarded: [alſo] 


* 


C 


1 perſon to ceaſe to be a Chriſtian, who was at all 


* 


« the name, are to be puniſhed, +: 


64 In the mean time I have followed this method, 
e in regard of thoſe who. have been impleaded before 
&« me as if they were Chriſtians, 1 interrogated them 


cc whether they were Chriſtians. : Confeſſing, T1. again 


66 and again interrogated, threatening puniſhment : : 
cc « perſevering, 1 ordered them to be led away. For 


«I entertained no doubt, whatever it might. be that 
« they ſhould confeſs, that inflexible contumacy and 


cc obſtinacy ought ſurely to be puniſhed,” 3 


The next two paragraphs reſpect an anden 


again Chriſtians who renounce their religion, which, 
according to them, had nothing to be found fault 
with i in it. He chen 1 © 


« For 


loſs to determine, whether age or ſtrength ck not 


to cauſe a difference in my conduct towards them; 


whether pardon ought not to be given to the pe- 


nitent, or that it ſhould not be of any avail to a 


'A Chriſtian : . [alſo] whether the name itſelf, though 


cc « free of crimes, or crimes, as Nea adhering to 
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«or which reaſon T believed it more neceſſary to 

« find out, even by torture, from two maid fervants, | 
« which are called "Miniſters, | what truth there 


4 might be in it. Fut I diſcovered nothing elfe be- 
« fide 4 wicked and boutidleſs ſuperſtition #7 


In the tf paragraph Pliny plainly fays, that he 


. never preſent at trials of Chriftians, which the 


ſecond eontradicts. Is it to be credited that the hu- 


mane Pliny would have fixed upon the weaker ſex in 


the firſt inſtance, in order to extort the fecrets of the 
feet? Prey procecds 1 * ant, therefore, the 


elt þ., 
* . —— > mihi. Deans, ommia vs the wb dubito, 4 te tors; 
Quis enim poteſt melius vel eunctationem meam regere vel ignorantiam - 


inſtruere ? Cognitionibus Chriſtianorum interfui nunquam; ideo net 


cio, uud, et quatenus, aut puniri ſoleat, aut quaeri. N ec mediocriter | 
heſitavi, fit ne aliquod diſcrimen #=tatum, an quamlibet teneri 'nihil a 


+<babivribas different. Detus ae pocnitentine venia, an el: qui omhine 


Chriftianus fuit, deſüſſe non Proſit: nomen ipſum, | etiamſi flagitiis 
careat, an flagitia cohaerentia nomini puniantur, Interim in! iis qui ad 


me tanquam Chriſtiant deferebantur, hune ſum fecutus moedum In- 


terrogavi ipſos; an eſſent Chriſiiani: confitentes, iterum ac tertio inter- 
rogavi, ſupplicium minatus: perſeverantes duci juſſi.  Negue enim 


dubitabam, qualequnque eſſet quod faterentur, IN certe et 
Wa obſtinitionemy? debere Puùt; pl)... 
Quo magis neceſſarium credidi, ex duabus ancillis que Miniſtre, 
dicehantr, ou eſſet veri et per tormenta quacrere. 


“ judicial 
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« judicial proceeding 1 have recourſe to you for ad- 
c vice: for the matter appeared to me worthy of 
ce deliberation, on account of the number of perſons in 


4 


« danger of ſuffering, For many of every age, of every 


« order, andeven of both ſexes} are and will be accuſed, 
“For the contagion of this ſuperſtition has not only 
<< overrun the cities, but eren che towns and ecan- 
40 try, which it appears can be ſtopped and cor- | 
A ce rected. It is vet y evident; that the temples, which 
« were already almoſt forſaken, begin to be frequented, 
e and the ſacred ſolemaities; after a long intermiſſion, 
tt are revived : and victits ate every where a felling, 
| « for which for ſome time it was very difficult to 
e find à purchaſer. From hence it is eaſy to ima- 
ec pine what a multitude of men may be reclaimed, 
ec if the penitent are pardoned * % Would one believe 


* Werse coognitione ad confuleadum a te decucurti. | Vifueſt 
5 enim mihi res digna conſultatione, maxime propter periclitantium nu- 5 : ' | N 
: merum. Multi enim omnis ætatis, omnis ordinis, utriuſque ſexus etiam Ty ; 
vodkbturT in periculum, et vocabuntur, Ne eque enim Civitates tantum, fed | 
| vicogetiam atque agros ſuperſtitionis iſtius contagio pervagata eſt: Qu 
videtur, ſiſti et corrigi poſſe. Certe ſatis conſtat, prope jam deſolata | 


templa cœpiſſe celebrari, et ſacra ſolemnia diu intermiſſa repeti: paſ- 5 N 
fimque venire vitimas, quarum adhuc rariefins emptor vetiiebatur. 
Ex quo facile eſt opinari, quæ turba hominum "emendari polity fi fiat 
poenitentiæ locus. Lib. x. c. 97. ed. Lond. 1790. 


Parr II. Rr "15-5. 1 


joined Bythinia, and which was comprehended i in the 
proprætorſhip of Pliny, ſhould i in ſomewhat leſs than 


4 
* 
71 79 1 
* 
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EN after this that the province of Pontus, which ad- 


a century and a half after contain only ſeventeen 


: Chriſtians, Compare Lard, vol. vil. p. 287, note d, 
: laſt ed. Vol. ii. p. 1. Heathen Tet. firſt ed. with 
vol. iii. p. 33, laſt ed. and vol. iv. p. 498, Heathen 


Toft. firſt ed. 
8 will not enter into the particulars of Trajan s re- 
eure but only obſerve, that © he deſires that Chriſ- 


| « tians were not to be ſought after 5 but that if they 
« were brought before Pliny, that they ſhould be 


ce puniſhed,” To make uſe of the ſtrong and very 


5 proper language of Tertullian: 4 O abſurd ſentence ! 


ce to forbid, as innocent, that they ſhould be ſought af- 


10 ter; and, as wicked, to command them to be pu- 
W niſhed.” ” The abſurdity of it, conſidering Tertul- 


lian's great acuteneſs, and of his having been bred up 


to the law, ought naturally to have ſuggeſted t to him, 

had he not been an .  bigot, that it muſt be 

ſpurious, th | 5 
I truſt, therefore, . 2 the Amme W 


conſiders and reflects N the « entire relation —its 


4 


incom mpa- 


THT 
incompatibility with the character of a humane or in- 
telligent man, and a man of buſineſs too and alſq 
upon the clear teſtimony of Tertullian, acquitting 


Trajan of perſecution, as well as all the other Em- 


perors of whom the Heathens ſpake well /, that he 


will place to the number of Chriſtian forgeries both 


the letter and reſcript of Trajan and Pliny, 
Should it be obſerved that Tertullian, in his letter 
to Scapula, contradiéts what he ſays in acquitting 


thoſe princes of whom the Romans ſpoke well of, in 


imputing to Arrius Antoninus the moſt atrocious bar- : 


barities : I anſwer, that admitting Tertullian's charge 


to be well founded, it does not follow that Arrius 
Antoninus s perſecution took place in the reign of 


Trajan or his ſueceſſors; bug, i in the opinion of Lard- 
ner, before the reign of Trajan: for Lardner allows 
that we have none of Pliny's Epiſtles after the expi- 


ration of his proprætorſhip, which he fixes in the 
years 106, 107; and that the Arrius Antoninus, to 
whom one of his letters is addreſſed, was an old man, 


who had enjoyed the proconſular dignity, which was 
generally conferred : at the age of between forty and 
R 1 2 I fifty; 3 
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fifty; ſo that if we fay he was Proconful'at the 
age of forty-five, it will place his proconſulſhip in 
the vent 91 or 92, in the reign of Domitian, 1 in which 
there appears 'to have been a ſhort perſecution ; fo 


that the | two paſlages are eafily reconciled, but upon 
every other: ſuppoſition. are maniſeſtly contradictory. F 
| If this reaſoning be admitted, it will overthrow Mr. 
Gibbonꝰs opinion, who ſuppoſes that the Arrius An 
15 toninus, to whom Tertullian alludes, was the Em- 


peror Antoninus Pius; for he was only twenty-one at 
the cs when! Ming! ce, Sev Lard vol. w. 


BY 326. ag, laſt ed. Heathen Teſtimonies, vol. ii. 
p. 58, xe. Gibbon, vol. i. p. 66a, n. 956. Farther 
this teſtimony of Tertullian coneerning the perſecu- 
tien of Arrius Antoninus, ſhews that. he was not a 
perſon who would miſs or overlook even the ſmalleſt 


; perſecution 1 and i is 2 concluſive argument againſt the 
reality of the miartyrdoms of Ignatius, Polycarp, and 


; the Martyrs of Lyons and Vienne, concerning which 
he | is ſilent, thougb in regard of theſe he had far bet 
ter IRE * be . than what had 6 tags 


a ' 
75 0 ” F 87 x .» 
2 ts - , 


in 
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in Leſſer Aſia : I fay this, independently of theſe lat 
ter martyrdoms, Ignatius, &c. being en nearer 
his own time L. 


I do not know whether the eng; concerning the 
Chriſtians, in the fifteenth book of the Annals of 


Tacitus, has ever been ſuſpected to have been inter- 


polated, or a Chriſtian forgery. However this | may 


ny it- W to me to be one. 


1 


; 5 1 truſt I ſhall ba excuſed for giving my ſentiments of the following | 
| paſſage i in this Epiſtle of Pliny, though foreign to my object, which has 
cauſed much trouble to the critics, and which, for ought I know, is hi- 


therto unexplained by any ig them: perhaps I ſhall be alſo found to fail | 
in the attempt. 


Affirmabant autem, 1 fuiſſe Ca vel culpæ his, vel. erroris, 
quod effent ſoliti ſtato die ante lucem convenire, carmenque Chriſto 
quaſi Deo, dicere ſecum invicem. © But they affirmed, that the whole. 
66 of their fault or error was this, that upon an appointed day they were 
« accuſtomed to aſſemble before it was light, and to repeat with the 
” others [that is the aſſembly] a hymn or prayer to Chriſt, as to God,” 
3 he difficulty lies in dicere ſecum invicem, which I have rendered to 
_- with others ; and think that in doing ſo I am ſupported by Rufinus, 
-wh ounds ena twice in the fifth ſection of Clement's Epiſtle 
to o James, Biſhop of Jeruſalem, the Lord's brother, by fb: invicem, which | 
mult mean in this place others, To fay, with Lardner, that this phraſe i is 
only tantamount to amen, is obviouſly abſurd, Moreover, independently 
of the authority of Rufigus, which I apprehend ſhould be deemed conclu. 


five, my expoſition is that only which elicits ſenſe from the paſſage, mad 
correſponds with fact. | 


. 


Tacitus 


1 
Tacitus ſays, de The infamous report” (that it might 
not be credited that the ſetting the city on fire had 
been ordered) & abated not in conſequence of the re- 
AL . ports ſpread by the friends of goyernment, nor by 
0 the liberal preſents of the prince to the populace, 
e nor by offerings to the gods. In order, therefore, 
; « to deſtroy the rumour, Nero falſely accuſed, and 
* puniſhed in the moſt exquiſite manner, guilty per- 
E ſons, whom, hated for their vices,” the mob 
called Chriſtians. The author of this ſect was 
4 Chriſt, who, in the reign of Tiberius, ſuffered 
& capitally, while Pontius Pilate was Procurator. The 
« deſtructive ſuperſtition, at that time repreſſed, again 
& burſt forth, not only throughout Judza, but even 
« through the city Rome), whither flow from all' + 
& quarters whateyer is atrocious and ſhameful, and 
& flouriſh. Therefore, thoſe who were firſt taken up 
« confeſſed}; afterwards, from the information of thoſe, 
« avaſt multitude were joined with them, not ſo much 
4 for the having ſet the city on fire, as from the ha- | 


ce tred of mankind, ' Ludicrous circumſtances were 2 


as ſuperadded on the ſufferers, Some were covered 
3 with the ſkins of wild beaſts, that they might a 


« torn 
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« torn by dogs; others were crucified ; others were as 
cc torches ſet on fire to give light at the departure 
„ of day. Nero gave wp or offered his gardens for 
60 this exhibition, and proclaimed the Circenſian 
« Games. In the dreſs of a charioteer, he mixed 
« with the populace, or directed a chariot. From , 
ce whence pity arofe, though towards guilty perſons, 


« and who deſerved the ſevereſt puniſhments, as. 


« if they were deſtroyed not from public motives, 
1 but the ſavageneſs of an individual *.“ x would 


ſk the learned reader, Is not b knowledge 

* Sed non ope humana, non largitionibus Principis, aut deorum pla- 
eamentis decedebat iaf⸗ mia, quin juſſum incendium crederetur. Ergo 
abolendo rumore Nero ſubdidit reos, et quæſitiſſimis poenis afficit, 
quos per flagitia inviſos vulgus Chriſtianos appellabat. Auctor no- 
minis ejus Chriſtus, qui Tiberio imperitante, per procuratorem Pontium 

Pilatum ſuplicio affectus erat, Repreſſaque in præſens exitiabilis ſuperſtitio 

rurſus erumpe bat, non modo per Judæum originem ejus mali, ſed per 

urbem etiam, quo cunctaundique atrocia aut pudenda confluunt, celebran- 

turque. Igitur primo correpti qui fatebantur, deinde indicio n 
| multitudo ingens haud perinde in crimine incendii, quam odio hu- 
mani generis conjuncti ſunt. Et pereuntibus addita ludibria, ut ferarum 
tergis contecti, laniatu canum interirent, aut crucibus affixi, aut flam- 
mandi, atque ubi defeciſſet dies in uſum nocturni luminis urerentur. 
Hortos ſuos ei ſpectaculo Nero obtulerat, et Circenſe ludicrum edebat, 
habitu aurige permixtus plebi, vel curriculo inſiſtens. Unde quam- 
quam adverſus ſontes et noviſſima exempla meritos, miſeratio orie- 
batur, tanquam non utilitate publica, ſed in — unius abſume. 
rentur. Ann, . 15. c. 44+ ed. Gron. . 
n 7 


* 


{va 1 


1 the Jews evinced by this paſſage, incon- 


ſiſtent with the ignorance concerning the ſame people 


| manifeſted in the five books of his hiſtory *? Is it to 


be credited that Tacitus would have expended /o many 
lines conceining the Chriſtians ; and that the writers 
of the Auguſtan hiſtory ſhould not have expended fin x 
lines upon them, who have treated of a period of 
2 two hundred years from Adrian to Conſtantine 
the Great ? Is it probable that the Chriſtians ſo early 
| merited the hatred of all mankind { ? That they after 
wards did, I ſhall hereafter ſhew. Would this ſa- 


turnine author ſpeak of perſons covered with the ſKins 


„ be Lardner, vol. vii. p. 256, Kc. Heathen Teſt, vol. i. p. 248. 

+ Sce Gibbon's Advertiſement, and vol. i. p, 634- n. 

F I have rendered, odio humani generis, © rom the hatred of navkind* 
Mr. Gibbon, with the learned moderns, renders theſe words for [their] 
hatred of human kind ; acknowledging, however, that the words may 
ſignify the hatred of mankind. towards them, the Chriſtians, as I have 
rendered the paſſage : and alſo that the term convidti (I follow the reading 


of Gronovius, conjun@i) does not unite very happily with the reſt of the 
ſentence, that is according to their expoſition, but which perfectly accords 
with mine, and therefore is a ſolid proof of its juſtneſs. Farther, my expo- 


ſition is in uniſon with the Chriſtian apologiſts, who never omit to exclaim 


285 inſt the cauſcleſs ha-tred of mankind againſt them; which, independently 
of Mr. Gibbon' $ conceſſion, would fully evince the juſtneſs of my tranſa- 


tion. Moreover, Mr. Gibbon, and the moderns, in expounding theſe 
words, are not juſtified in rendering them, for their ore Ke. chere 


ds 


being no, term in Tacitus for their. wee 


( ag 1 
of beaſts to be torn by dogs, as a, ludiggons circum 


flanceꝰ Is hortes ſwos ti. Ipediaculo good Latin? Is got 


| tha phraſe Circenſ ludicrum made uſe of by the Latins, 


not * games exhibited at ated times? If ſo, was 


| it in the power of the deſpot to change them? and ads 


| mitting this, was Tacitus an. author that would haxe 


omitted mentioning che infringement? 1 know that 


Lardner renders theſe words by the games of " the 
Cireus : but he is..evidently unfounded in doing ſo: 


| Farther, Tacitus not only appears in this paſſage to be 


 tolerably well acquainted with the Jewiſh. affairs, but 


even of the affairs of the: Chriſtians; neyertheleſs, he 
Has made a material error in What he ſays; for the 


followers were yulgarly-- called Chreflians, and not 
Chriſtians, See Firſt Part, p. 6. Whether theſe 
obj Jo Z 10, and many others which. 1 could adduce of 
the ſame ſort, will have any weight with the learned, 


little acquainted with the Roman manners of this pe- 


of view, ſo as to enable myſelf to form perhaps a pro- 
per judgment, But I ſhall proceed to other arguments 


when ſpeaking. of the Circenſian games? and were 


I 1 not, being too ſuperficial a Latiniſty and too 


_ riod,” even to pat my e its ſtrongeſt point 
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equally, if not more convincing with the intelligent, 


than arguments drawn from fiyle and manners, which, 
when well known, are indiſputably concluſive; I mean 


arguments drawn. from human nature. {And upon 


this ground 1 affirm, that neither Nero himſelf, nor 


no deſpot whatever, dare proceed in ſuch a deliberate 


b BJ ſhockingly atrocious a manner againſt a vaſt mul- 
titude'of the lower elaſs of people: and ithe reaſon ia, 
5 that: the perſons that would be employed to execute 


the order would, nay muſt be connected wich numbers 


of the ſufferers: and compaſſion and its- conſequences 
g mut neceſſarily ſpring up, and burſt forth, and url \ 


che unrelenting tyrant from his throne.” I will admit 
that a barbarian—a Thomas Kouli Khan—a Schah 


Nadir—and other ſuch iſcreanty—haye been capable 


of maſſacring entire cities : but then their armies were 
| compoſed of diſtant nations, whoſe avarice and Iuſts 
_ {ſmothered the dictates of nature. But the Romans, 


on the contrary, were a civilized E and though a 


accuſtomed to the barbarities exhibited in the amphi. Ty 


| theatre, were not incapable of pity : beſides, no pte - 


{ent advantage was to ACCrue tothe executioners, which | 
n deaden the finer . 1 BE *. we 


t 


| Nero himſelf: was incapable of ſuch atrocity. He 10 
ſeſſed not from nature a tiger's heart. His cruelties, 
in a great meaſure, originated from his apprehenſions, 


Macbeth, and not Rickard, cc 
Thore is another paſſage in the fifth: book of 7 hs 


ordinary phenomena, mentioned by Joſephus, did not 
8 really happen at the memorable ſiege of Jeruſalem— 


ſuch. as armies. fighting in the air—gliſtering arms— 


the. temple ſuddenly illuminated by fire from the 
clouds—a voice declaring g that the gods were depart · 


ing, -accompariied with a great noiſe of perſons going 8 
out as being recorded by independent writers, and of 
different perſuaſions. Should it be objected that Tas 

_ citus might have copied Joſephus, I would then aſk 


- 


bow it happened that. Tacitus lays there were only 
600. 0 perſons encloſed within the: walls of Jeru- 
ſalem, at the commencement of the ſiege; whereas 
Jetephus n mentions three times chat number. If it 
* be ſaid that the numbers in nn might ap- 


Flo; by | pear 


and the impulſes of eee n He was 2 


Hiſtory of Tacitus, Which ſtrikes me alſo to be 4a 
a Chriſtian interpolation. | I this be denied, I ſee not 
how. it can be reaſonably doubted. that thoſe extra- ; 
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differences betwgen the relations of Joſephus and Tas 
citus, no perſon of the ſmalleſt diſcernment cari read 


0 ed the Jews from Rome, who were continually : 


[ 48 f 
ben incredibts es him; B wilt arifor6r; thier this aum- 
bet could not appear half fo incredible as what he has 
recorded“. 4 — this, and ſome other 


them both, without acknowledging that one{Joſeplius] 
of them was the baſis or ground-work of the other! 
Rut thar the paſſage. in Tacitus was not written by I 3 
heathen Roman, is evident, from his calling Jeruſalem N 
ird: famuſa, a famous city t for in the annals of Rome, 


this city appears not to deſerve the epithet 0 
7 with regard to Hebiows, or the followers of Jefus, it 


* bs faid1 to deſerve this s but not fo wad 1 


5 21 


lee is 4 . ———— y ge in the lifs 
of the Emperor Claudius, by Svetonins, noticed by 
Lardner. This writer ſays, „ That Claudius baniſh 


„ making diſturbanccs, thiokgh the inftigation” of = 
1 n How er this paſfag a Tupports my | 


5 As 8 
-* 81 + otto 


95 Cole thamefully expounded the paſſages v which be + tus 7 
| from the hiſtory of Tacitus. . 1 * 
19 emen * ieee noa expulit, Pre 


rollen 


. 
pokttion of Chriſtian being a nickname, it is needleſs 
t&6bſorys; Perhaps were I to aſſert its genuineneſs, | 
after queſtioniog the paſuges in Tacitus and Pliny, it 
might de imputed to prejudice, Truly, I have not 
| winds wp my mind concerning this paſſage, T doubs 
ther the appellations of Chriſtos or Chreſtos were 
' early known: but 1 cannot avoid obſerving, that 
in this paſſage Jeſus, if alluded to, which 1 think 
eannot be reaſonably doubted, is noticed by his 
| hick-name, a mark of genuineneſs: 2 Whereas in Ta- 
eirus he is noticed by his moſt honourable appel- 
lation Chriſtus, notwithſtanding his followers are do- 
deribed by him as perfons of the vileſt character: 5 
| whereas in Suetonius the ſting is preſerved in the 
name by which they are diſtinguiſhed ; ; and they are 
characterized by a quality, quarrelſomeneſs, which 
we are aſſured by the Fathers was the conſequence of 
the diviſien of the ee mne 
centuries after Jefus. * - e 


3 J 


It will doubtleſs be obſerve, that if this page be 


allowed to be genuine, it will militate againſt my 
| Gate of the name Chtiftian in the Preliminary Di. 
rue where 1 fixed it about che year 100. This 


Tas 


on dat ai ns ti oo 


| 0 3184 

1 acknowledge... But at the time I compoſed: that 
Diſquiſition I was only len with the F athers 
through the Moderns, which I "FOR more than once 
intimated: and I confeſs that even then I ſuſpected 
the paſſage to be interpolated, having had no intima- 
tion or hint from the Moderns of the eternal feuds 

which prevailed among thoſe. believers in Jeſus, who 


denied that he was the Chriſt, and were called Jews, 


and thoſe believers in him who held him to be the 
Chriſt, and Son of God. Neither is the reader to 
ſuppoſe that, though every author who takes up his 
pen muſt have his « Syſtem,” that I had taken up 
mine ſo preſumptuouſiy upon my little reading as 


to imagine that I ſhould proceed without making er- 
rors. This I do not pretend to. My ſyſtem. origi- 
nally was, and which I ſhall now, that I have my= 
ſelf read a conſiderable number of the Fathers, main - 


tain, that all the Hebrew believers in Jeſus, without 


_ 


exception, and the greateſt part of the proſelytes from 
amongſt the Gentiles, held- that Jeſus. was neither 
the Chrift nor Sen Ul Ged. If 1. make good 


this 


point, 1 ſhall deem my, ſyſtem ſolid, and that I did 
not raſhly or cauſeleſsly take up my pen; for whats 


ber was tlie batief of the Hebrew believers will, with 
all unbigotted perſons, be allowed to have been the 


genuine doctrine taught by Jeſus : but when to this 
is added the belief of the greater part of Heathen 


profelytes coinciding with the Hebrew or Naza- 


renes, methinks, that even bigots themſelves may 
open their eyes to the truth. But even though 1 wa 
ſhould fail in this point, yet I ill maintain, that if | 
T have Cnfuted or pointed out the miſtakes of Dr: 
Knowles, Biſhop Horſley, &c. that the propriety of | 


the title to this work is evinced : and upon this head 
| mall fabmic to the judgment of the learned. Farther, 


not deceiving him, than by my not abiding by what 
I find untenable; and which, conſidering the little 
knowledge which actually exiſts in regard of the 


ſubject I. am treating of, might be unnoticed by 
oritics for a conſiderable length of time, and which I 

; perhaps ought prudentially myſelf to diſcover | in 
another Band if theſe ſheets. ever merited pub- 
ne attention: : but my object is the inveſtigation 
of Tru ith; and I hold myſelf bound by every prin- 
elple which can have any influence upon a perſon 
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- 


believing 


the reader cannot -have a more deciſive proof of my 


. 30 

believing in a future Nate of rewards and. puniſh. 
ments, Or a gentleman, to lay before my reader, in- 
aſmuch as the brevity of my plan will admit, what - 


ever will enable him to form à proper judgment. 
Moreover, if Chriſtianity,' or the religion taught by 
| Jeſus, be a ſyſtem of morality delivered by him to 


mankind, as being authorized by the Almighty 


Being; and is aQtually unknown, it is not to de ſupr 
poſed that any perſon, in developing a ſyſiem ſo tor- | 
tured by human Prejudies for ſo Many ages, ſhould 
:ommit errors, which an accurate knowledge of 
ba, can 6nly xeQify. . In Jike manner, as iv Natu- 
ral Philoſophy, many thiogs are neceſſarily ſuppoſed 
which farther experience proves to be Al- founded. | 
Luther himſelf, when he took up: his pen again the 
 exattions of the dee of Rome, was far, very ſer indeed 
wot ee idea that in che end his progreflive in- | 

 1epars e entirely from the 
Mother Church. This ee knowledge, as juſt 


obſerved, ji is the moſt unequivocal teſt that the-reader N 


can have that the author i is neither aQuated by ame 
' bition, nar the vain-glory of maiuizinings contrary to 
Bob 2 new. e, 
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After what 1 have ju} mentioned, I will not ſeruple 
to ſay, that I entertain a ſtrong ſuſpicion that Jeſus 
flouriſhed perhaps half a century earlier than what i is 
commonly and univerſally apprehended; and that 
Virgil, in the fourth Eclogue, alludes to the Jewiſh 
notion of a temporal deliyerer ; ; and that Horace alla, 
in his Judzus Apella, hive at Jewiſh credulity i in 
_ believing a future ſtate of ;rewards and puniſhments. 
The former notiqn is, I believe, condemned by all; 
_ the latter has, neyer been ſuſpected. 1 
Sustonius mentions, in his Life of Nero, cc has 
66 — were puniſhed,” Here i it is obſerva- 
ble, firſt, though the Chriſtians are ſaid to have | 
been puniſhed, yet they are not ſaid to have been 
puniſhed at Rome, as Tacitus bas related 3 nor in 


perſons ho had embraced 8 new 


that more than ſavage manner mentioned by him; 
and which, conſidering the prejudice of Suetonius 
againſt the Cæſars, it is ſcarcely conceivable but that 5 
he would have mentioned the tranſaction particular] v. 
had, it been founded upon facts, ſeeing. that he has 
mought fit to record their haying been baniſhed by 
Claudius, and their having been puniſhed oy Nero. 

Paar Il. N Tt | How 


% 
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How much more ſhould he not have been incited to 


dwell upon the atrocities mentioned by Tacitus. 


Being only acquainted with the writings of Philo 
the Jew, and Joſephus, by means of the quotations 
from their writings in Lardner, Prieſtley, and Gib- 


bon, it may be deemed preſumptuous laying before 
the reader any notion of mine concerning theſe wri- 


ters. Be this however as it way, I cannot help think- 


ing, from almoſt every citation which I have met 
with from their writings, that neither one nor the 


other was a Hebrew. It i is evident, that thoſe paſ- 


. ſages from Philo the Jew, in the ſecond volume of 
| Dr. Prieſtley? s Hiſtory of Opinions, could never have 


been compoſed by a believer in the Ten Command- T 


ments. The extracts from Joſephus in Lardner ſavour 


To much of romance, that the writer would never * 
liſtened to except by bigots. However, there is one 
 eoncluſive argument againſt his. being a Hebrew, if 
we are to credit Dr. Playfair, namely, that in his 
| writings he has followed the Septuagint chronology : 
A work | in no repute with Hebrews, if we are to be- 
Here phat Trypho't the Jew 35 in his wn with 

: "Joſt 


= Martyr e. I am incapable of conceiving a 
ſtronger argument againſt the genuineneſs of any 


., » 1 8 . | | 13 TN « 1 | Gy 
writing, as of our Bible, than its not being allowed by 


the people from whoſe language it was taken to be 4 
fair expoſition, but only ſuch as might ſerve'or give | 
ſome ſort of probability to the cauſe of the Chriſtians, 

. But this Argument will be ſill more concluſive when 


it ſhall be ſhewn by indiſputable evidence that this 


Trypho, though a Hebrew of the blood. of Abraham, ES 


as Juſtin emphatically ſays, was not an unbelieving 
Hebrew, but a Nazarene, or a believing, Hebrew, who 


believed that Jeſus was an honeſt man, and of courſe 

no impoſtor. Hence it will follow, that what Sue- 
tonius alſo ſays, | in his Life of Veſpaſian, concerning 
+ Joſephus f, is an interpolation of ſore Chriſtian, To 
Tender which Rill more probable, it may be added, 
that in this paſſage Joſephus the hiſtorian is faid to 


— 


be endowed with the Sift of prophecy, which even : 


 bigots will hardly acknowledge. 
What J have here mentioned concerning Jewiſh and 


Heathen writers, * not, 1 truſt, be deemed irrelevant 


» See p. 291. n 
1 See Lardner, article * Veſpaban, G76! 
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by the judicious. Should theſe ſheets attract any "IE? 
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tion of the public attention I may, perhaps, purſue 
the ſubject Kill further: for; though by many it will 


be deemed a mere loſs of time, nevertheleſs there is a 
certain uneaſineſs which ever attends partial informa- 
| tion, and which neceſſarily oblige the entertainer or 


propounder to endeavour after conviction. 


 þ have not noticed the alluſions to Chriſtianity iti 
Seneca, Martial, and Juvenal, mentioned hy Lardner. 


| They appear to me to be well ſounded. However, I 
_  eonfeſs, that, except in what concerns Obriſtians, I 
2 apprehend the pitched ſhirt, and the being ſet fire to 
in order to ſerve as torches, to be a puniſhment un- 


known among the Heathens prior to Cbriſtianity: 
and if this notion de well founded it muſt. appear 
very ſingular, that a puniſhment. of this nature 
ſhould be alluded to by — without his mention · 


| ing its origin, CBE be, Wt | 


The reader not verſant in ſtudies of this nature 


will be amazed, perhaps, that 1 ſhould attempt to 
puriouſneſs of fo many works. which have | 


| Ser. been held to be genuine: : however, upon 


this head, I am to inform _ that the e 


. 


VVV 
faubon affirms, that there were a great number (Sexa- 
ginta) of ſpurious books forged by the Heretics. Now 
it this be true in regard of Heretics, it may be inferred of 
| the Chriſtians, who are acknowledged to have publiſhed 
| many forged writings ; and who are taxed by Celſus and 
Julian with adulterating and even changing the Holy 
Scriptures. Hence. it may be fairly admitted that many | 
Chriſtian writings fill paſs current which art in faft | 
ſpurious, Another reaſon which has prevented the diſ- 
covery, was the total darkneſs which has overſpread the 
world concerning the hereſies which ſprung up during 
the firſt four centuries among Chriſtians ; but theſe, 
when once accurately known, will, like the ſpear of 
Ariel, make ancient writings throw off, their diſguiſe. 
I ſhall now proceed to conſider the writings aſcribed 
to the Apoſtalical Fathers, and point out their true 
tern era to the beſt of my abilities; and that upon prin- 
ciples of which the moſt unlearned can be able to 
form a ſure judgment. I begin with Fete 
| TonarIVs, Biſhop of Antioch. 
Of this Apeftalical Father we have, beſides ſome gc- 
- ſpurious writings, ſeven E piſtles, of which 
we have two copies; the ſmaller or what are deemed 
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- the more e genuine, at the larger or iterpolited.”. An 
"deed the firſt are generally eſteemed to be genuine, wor 
very little interpolated. This appears even to be the 
opinion of Dr. Prieſtley . The larger are almoſt uni- 
verſally allowed to be interpolated. Though againſt 
this. notion it muſt be admitted, that writings are more 
5 generally abridged than enlarged, nevertheleſs there are 
certain ſentiments inculcated in the larger Epiſtles, and 
. that not once, but frequently, as very generally to bare 
induced the idea of theſe Epiſtles having been very 
conſiderably interpolated.” The moſt ſtriking and the 
moſt repugnant of theſe ſentiments to ignorant laics | 
ſtrikes me to be that of Biſhops' being repeatedly do- 
. clared to ſtand in the ſame relation to Chriſt, as 
Chriſt does to God: ſo that as Chriſt or the God- 


Word is united to God, or rather not ſeparated from 
him, the Biſhops may be -ſaid not to be ſeparated 
from the God-Word: or, to uſe the phraſeology of 
this bleſſed martyr, the Biſhops may be deemed the 
robe that paſſes over the pulley, that is, the Holy 
 ""_— which # ts draw all 'mankind th the Ges- | 
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tion of the Epiſtle to the Trallians : if he cannot 
read Greek, I refer him to Lardner's Teſtimonies, ar- 
ticle Ignatius, Where he will meet this paſſage ex- 


/ 
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Word, or the Father, Ignorant laies are not to ſup- 
poſe, that this notion of making the Holy Spirit (or, 
as we of che Church of England ſay, the Holy Ghoſt) 
a pulley, is a jeu d'eſprit of my own: no, truly, 
_ theſe are too riot matters for joking. | However, 
| ſhould any of them ſuſpect the veracity of the writer, 
if he can read Greek, I refer him to the ninth Sec- 


: pounded in Engliſh. This curious notion is found 
in the ſmaller Epiſtles, which Dr. Prieftley upon ſe- 
cond thoughts (however his ſecond thoughts are ge- 
nerally worſe than his firſt, as L ſhall have farther 


occaſion to obſerve) imagines to be genuine, After 
this who will ay that Dr. Prieftley i is a ſeptic. Tn 
comparing their Lordſhips the Biſhops to a repos 1 


| profeſs 1 mean nothing ſeditious, and have not even 


in my eye the tranſaQtions in a neighbouring king- 


dom. Conſidering the cloſe relationſbip which ſub- 
fiſts, according to this Epiſtle between Biſhops and 


Ekriſt, it is not furprizing that launch polemics, as 


* 


Mr. Gib- 
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© Mp: Gibbon calls them, like Riſhops/Bull and/Horf- 
5 * Saw declare themſelves advocates for the ge- 
mmideneſt of the larger. Epiſtles, F arther, conſidering 
L We ſame. ſeptiment, is, frequently inculested in 
the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, deemed genuine by the 
earned Dr. Knowles, I am not a little ſyrprized how 
n Bimnop Horfley, er juterſering concerning the 
8 a election of Members of . the, \Commans H ouſe, of Par- 
- Tiamenty ſeeing that in both theſe larger Epiſtles and 
% ; tbe Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, lies, nay even the 


Fo. lower orders of the, clergy, are enten forbidden 
to | do any thing without the conſent of the Biſhop: 
Wo. DAY What © gages i it ftill more extraordinary, we are 

; taught 1 in the ſmaller Epiitles which Dr. Prieftley 


" agwits : are genuine, the very ſame docttine. See Ad 
T S. 2, 3. Now, if theſe Epiſtles were written 
within fourſcore years c of the Crucifixion, and a very 


few. years indeed after the Apotle John, unleſs we. 


i 84 Of) | 

| acknowledge, t this ſupjection to be truly Chriſtian, | 
- 554 = ii * GiFFi&%e 18 12 9143 
. what is the natural inference ? Doubtleſs, that the 
a 7's 9920 11K 7770 . 413-1 * C1 4 3 
bleſſed martyr lied; for it was impoſſible that he 


4 


could have forgotten his leſſon fo ſoon, Is it nat 5 


much 
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much ſafer, therefore, conſidering the wild, abſurd, 
fantaſtical notions: that are propagating throughout the 
world, namely, of the people thinking they have 


a right to determine for Ne upon all Lubjects, | 


to agree with me that theſe Epiſtles, both the larger 


and ſmaller, are apocryphal. But as ſuch conduct in . 


the elergy might be deemed trimming, . and as ſuch 
might be made uſe. of as an argument for entirely de- 
| ſtroying this holy religion, 1 think [ ſhall ſerve Chriſ- 


tianity not a little by proying that theſe e Epiſtles are | 


' 3 * 


g altogether ſpurious, T 


In the Epiſtle to the Tralizns Rt, 1 10, Ignatius 


fays, 5 But if as ſome who are Atheiſts, that is un- 


ce believers, ſay, that he ſuffered according. to ap- i 


6 pearance v. „ This paſſage evidently; alludes to the 


Marcionite Hereſy, which was not known for thirty 


years after the martyrdom of Ignatius. There are 


8 


alſo alluſions to the ſame hereſy i in the preceding Sec- 


tion. See alſo Epiſtle to the Epheſians, ſec. 1, and to. 
the Smyrneans, ſee. * 6, 'F 5 and Herhaps in others 


too. * K. . J 
— $7 % 
3 e 


7 * I i wa k . : 4 
4 8 * 2 * 5 "YE : * ” * 


- 


E & wowep Ts ah ton n, rob rr rien Nene To Jo» 


re mergfoas @vTor, | 


Pur II. 


This 


3 


a — — = 
— ipod en Gore fog oo. — 
1 = 
X * 


—— K«Kͤ«C„öU n 


—— * 
—_—_—— —*̃ R — 22828 . \ & 


— — oor Ss rr gy CEE — > . 1 = — SS OG: * 
; vo ; : — * 2 2 2 ba - 2 
r . . A ͤ — NE * — — rnd 2 DAL — ( 
22 —JT—¼ Tn.... db — . : 
. — a 3 | _ : l N —— * * . . n 8 A, 2 bag 3 * . wt 
— " oo =_ _ = 


„ 
This bleſſed martyr, in kis Epififes to the Vague · 
| tians, mentions Polycarp as being biſhop of Smyrna. 
Indeed ons of his letters is addreſſed to this bins 
and martyr. N. 8 e * t 
For the comfort of csi bigots I ſhall adduce 
A eher particulars from thoſe Epilttes, which are 
6 allowed by the orthodox Proteſtants to be genuine in 
* main, if not entire ſo. Being but an ignorant 
1 5 layman, perhaps my readers might fuſpect that 1 had 
; miſapprehended what 1: tad read: T- ſhall therefore 5 
firſt ly before him what Biſhop Horfley has advanced 
concerning theſe Epiſtles, His Lordſhip ſays, Tracts, 
pP. 122, „ The phraſeology of the Longer [Epiſtles] 
c ſeems accommodated to the Arian notions” [though 
his Lordſhip is right enough in this, yet his re- 
| commending the ws. of Euſebias, who was 
d. Atian, evinces that it is not his on, but a 
borrowed notion, his Lordſhip p being utterly igno- 
| norant in what Arianiſm conſiſted]; & that of the 
& the Shorter i is way where agreeabl, to the Catholic | 
& faith; [that | is, it is agreeable to the Catholic faith 
5 that nothing ſhould be done without the conſent of 
the biſhop : I profeſs that it appears to me to be the - 


A true Catholic faith; ant wt is more, the trus 
mn _ Chriſtian 
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Chri „lte faith; but I thank God i am neither a v 


Catholic nor a Chriſtian.] „ The Shorter hath the 


« ſuffrage of the five firſt centuries,” &c. This is a 
mere gratis dictum, utterly groundleſs : the Fathers 
appear ſearcely to have known any thing of theſs 
Epiſtles, which is one reaſon why they have been 


0 . However bis Lordſhip ſays, the phraſealegy 
of the Shorter Epiſtles is every where agreeable to the Ca- 


thalic faith,” Let us ſee, then, a ſample of this ſame 
phraſeology that has had the ſuffrags ne, to his 


Lordſhip of the five 72 centuries. | 


4c J have no pleaſure i in corruptible food, nor in the 
cc pleaſures of life: 1 wiſh for the bread of God, 
« the heavenly bread, the bread of life, which is the 
« fe of Jeſus Cris, the Son of God, Who was 
e afterwards born of the ſeed of David ; and TI wiſh 


© to drink the blood of Ged, which is blood incor- 


. e e and life eternal, ws  Tranſubſtantiation is 


| &fToy dien Jes prov ouperior, ap ro. dente 05 eri Cap Ingov 
Xpiov, Tov vious Tov deu, Tov yeropuerov oy uri ae. ifa vos 
Aae xj rohes dev d To wipes aur o ry n df rec, 
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In the Epiſtle to the Romans, ſect. 7. Ignatius 8 


» ox . rjofn bees, 3 * Tov Prov rovrov 
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ſurely a novel doctrine! a corruption. of Chriſ- 
tianity !! „„ 

The fact is, that the Lutheran or einde doc- 
trins concerning the elements, which was the doctti rine 
of the Church of England, is the doctrine of the 
| heretical Neſtorians; that of Dr. Prieftley and the | 
' Unitarians is ſtill more novel, if meant as a uri ian 
doctrine; where they diſcovered their notion, . 
in their own fancles, 1 proteſt I know not. 
In the Epiſtle to the Philadelphians, © Seck. 6. 

Ignatius ſays, „If any one would explain Judaiſm to 
6 you, don't hear him. F or.it is better to hear Chriſti- 
t aniſm from a circumciſed perſon, than Judaiſm from 
” « an uncircumciſed perſon* Rd? 1 1, 

This paſſage is very remarkable, "Tr it; evinces 
| ahatred bet ween Fews and Chr: HMians Rill more violent 2 
| than that which took place between Chriſtians and un- 

brlioving Hasena. It beſides aſſures us of a diſtinc- 
tion between Jews and unbelieving Hebrews; ; and 
that perſons might be Fews without being circumciſed, 


8. Fas » ris Leder effemiun lau, un axoute allov aht 
| Yap ic Tape, andes rifle Moes xn pon, « 1 Tape 


GxpoCuroy L * 
| There 
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„„ 
There is a paſſage in che Epiſtle to the Epheſians, ſect. 7. 
which has gravelled all the commentators, which 


could only be owing to their ignorance of the ancient 


opinions which prevailed among Chriſtians : and 1 


deem it an undoubted proof of my having diſcovered 


the key which unlocks all thoſe difficulties, my being 
able to elucidate ſuch paſſages; not thoſe which Biſhop | 
Horſley. and Dr. Prieſtley have ſplit upon; but alſo 


thoſe who are ſuperior to a hundred ſuch. like index 


ſcholars, I mean Cotelerius and the Benedictine editors. 


The paſſage is as follows—E; vp; tu oaανj: Te & 


HA lix0 2  wewnlog © orypannſlec, 1 " ops Yeropereg bes, u Davallu 
| Son adn , x) ex Mapa K 8x beo, ov Taro; x) Tore: amabn; 


—expounded thus by Cotelerius : Medicus autem 


unus eſt et carnalis et ſpiritualis, genitus et ingenitus 
ſeu factus et non factus, in homine exſiſtens Deus, 
in morte vita vera, et ex Maria et ex Deo, primum 


, afſabilis, et tunc impaſſabilis, The true expoſition 


of the paſſage i is this: There i is one phyſician both 
25 corporeal and ſpiritual, being made and not made; | 


* being God in fleſh; being true life in corruption; 


* Cotelerius writes es abſurdly v abarals op Huben. 


E being 
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« being both of Mary and of God; being firſt paſſible 
6 and then impaſſible. Which may be thus ex- 
plained: 1 There is one phy ſician, Teſus Obriſt, being 
« made as to the He ſb, and not made as to the God- 
Mord; being God in fleſh, that is, incarnate; being 


0. true life | in corruption, that i is, being the giver of 
_ © true life or immortality though clad i in corruptible 
« fleſn; being both of Mary, as zo the fleſh, and of 
God, as to the God-Word; being firſt pafſible 
% before bis erucifixian, and then 8 that 1 * 


| © « after. his aſcenſion.” 


Dr Prieſtley 8 expoſition of this e is _ 5 
curious: There is one phyſician, flelnly and ſpiri- 

4 tual, begotten and unbegotten, in the fleſh made 
6 God, in immortal life eternal *, both of Mary and 
« of God, firſt ſuffering and then impaſfible.“ 4 
have marked | in Italics the objectionable phraſeology, 
which muſt be obvious to the learned or attentive 
reader, 1 ſhould never have done were 1 to com- 
ment upon all che abſurdities of the Moderna. Os Re 
_ 'F ſhall now lay before the reader a | pailage from the 


= 11 might be imagined that the Doftor was an Irihman: at leaſt if 
he was an Iriſhman, this would be deemed a bull. 6 
Aae >. 580 Larger 


2 Fits —— --o ” 246. > rr 


1 333 ] 
Larger Epiltles eoneerning the pretenſlous of ecele - 
Gaftics, which were there nothing elſe in theſe 
| Epiſtles, would alone be fufficient to evitice that 
they were not publiſhed before the middle of the 
fourth century, when the ſons of Conſtantine, 
who were enthuſiaſts, governed the Roman 
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world, and of courſe, they chemſelves, like other 
fanatics, were governed by wily prieſts. As the 


„ 2 „„ — . 


paſſage does nt concern the faith, I ſhall only give an 


expoſition which the Engliſh reader may depend 
on for not being overcharged; "and 1 muſt further N 
obſerve to him, that theſe Larger Epiſtles have ſeveral _ 


— 
* 


— ——— —ů— — 

— 

_— — "Les 
e S 
— — > 
#9707 2 — 
p — . 
> — — K 
8 I —_— 


— 
— 


— 
— — 


pülggbe of the ſame import, perhaps ſome even 
ſtronger than that which I addice: 1 think this re- 

mark not uſeleſs, a8 perhaps theologians might affirm 
that from a ſolitary paſſage, from writings acknowledged 

to be interpolated, 1 drew general infererices difad- 

vantageous to a feſpectable claſs of individuals, as 

they would fay. "But 1 truſt that the reader has e 

not forgotten that the paſſage from the Smaller Epiſtles 

| deemed not to be interpolated by all true ſons of the 
Conde” which, without entering fo much into 


> | 


particulars, | 


A 
N 
2 
- 
vu 
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particulars, nevertheleſs in the main implies Wr 


thing in the following paſſage. 3 1 
This holy martyr ſays, in the third Section 10 his 
| Epiſtle to the Magnentians, « Therefore it is fit that 


&« you obey your biſhop, and contradict him in 
“ nothing: it is terrible to contradict ſuch; a 


( perſon: for he does not deceive him who is viſible 
e that is the biſhop], but thinks to deceive the invi- 


c e ſible, who cannot be deceived by any. For a cir- 


53 cumſtance of this fort refers not. to man, but to 


« God: for God ſays to Samuel, They have nat rejedied 


&« you, but me: and Moſes ſays, Your murmurings are 
: & not againſt us, but nail the Lord. For no one 
« remained unpuniſhed, who raiſed himſelf againſt 
ce his ſuperiors. For Dathan and Abiron did not 
1. contradiẽt the laws, but Moſes; wherefore they 
« were precipitated alive to hell: Core, and the two 
« © hundred and fifty who conſpired with him againſt 
0 © Aaron, were conſumed by fire. The parricide 


| 1 6 Abſalon was hung from a tree, and his evil 


6 * deſigning heart pierced with darts. | Abeddadan, i in 
« like manner, and for the ſame reaſon, loſt his head. 


„ Ozias 


1% 1 
„ Ouius, for having dared to oppoſe prieſts and the 
E prieſthood, was puniſhed dy being made a leper. 
« Still, Vbeauſe be would not wait for Samuel, was 
' 1 ford, it becomes you alſo to 


NLO, 
_ 


ciety, but even for kings. 

In the Smaller Epiſtle to the Trallians, 8. 9, it is 
ſaid, that Jeſus Chriſt was truly born, ate, and drank, 
and was truly erucified, &ec. 
cete hereſy, which, however, did not ſpring up 
for thirty years after his ſuppoſed martyrdom. Ib. 
10 ſection . Ib. ad Smyr. 8. 2, & c. &c. In the Larger 


Epiſtles to the Trallians, S. 6, he ſays, 46 That there 
« were ſome who thought that the Father, and Son, 


«and Holy Spirit, were the ſame wing 2 alluding to 
the Sabellian hereſy, which ſprung up about the mid- 


« tality of Chriſt, but of /me other range power 5: 
plainly alluding to the Manichean hereſy, which 
ſprang up about the latter end of the third century: 


* His family w. was deprived of the hereditary ſucceſſion to the throne. 
PART II. X X 


< —— your fupetivri,* The reader will perceive 
that” this is a leſſon not r for the lower ranks in 


; plainly alluding to the 


als of the third century: he goes on, and that the 
_ _ «'\world was not the work of God by the inſtrumen- 
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"4 To the Magnefians, ſect, 8, he ſays, That Jeſus 
bo. Chriſt. was the Word of God; not a pronounced | 
* word, but ſub/fential, or having an actual ſubGiſt-. 
 « ence?” plainly alluding to the Paulian hereſy, which | 
| aroſe about the year 264+ Tb. ſect. 6, he ſays, (That 
CO the God-Word was born before time, fe _ Ib. 
1 ſect. 11, before all time, wpo wauwy. au,; which 
ſhews that the writer was acquainted with the Arian | 


| hereſy. . A HIES1 6 
To the Philadelphians, ſock, as * mentions 8 
; who ſuppoſed that the God-Word inhabited the human 
body as the ſoul does other bodies : which ſhews, that | 
the writer compoſed this Epiſtle after Apolinaris] had 
| advanced this notion. There being no mention in 
theſe Epiſtles of the Anima Rationalis, makes me in- 
fer, that they were compoſed before the year, 374» 
when determined by the oman Church to be a com- 
ponent part of. Chriſt. Soz. I. vi. c. 25. The curious 
reader will be much pleaſed by the peruſal of this ſec 
ö tion, ſome of the hereſies * T as paints 
09,008 ee ee e ot bel yin 
The writer alſo affirms, Da 1 1 Trall, 608. 10, That 
Jeſus had completed thirty years bfore he yas be- 
„„ ax 


. | — 4 
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tiſed, which i is more than Luke ſays; allo, that he 1 was 
not crucified till after he had preached the Goſpel three 
years, which was one year more than Origen ſu ppoſed, 


1 and two years more than Tertullian' imagined. How- 


ever, this was the opinion alſo of Eufebing, and of 


courſe ſtrengthens the ſuppoſition of the author's li- 
ing in the ſame period. 6) 9 


M Perhaps many will conclude from hy Macedonian 
hereſy not been adverted to in the ſixth Section of 
: the Epiſtle to the Philadelphians, that theſe Epiltles | 

were publiſhed before Macedonius had advanced his 
heretical notion concerning the Holy. $pirit : : this I 
profefs to be my opinion, if it be a point of voy con- 
ſequence. - A 
I proceed to the other writings in this collection. 
The firſt I ſhall conſider, is the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, 
aſerllus io Clemens Romanus, with which'T ſhall join 
the Apoſtolical en drawn up, as it is « ſaidy oy the 


+ * 


ſame Clemens. 


Concerning the former, to make uls of the words 


'4 


of the learned Francis pagi: e Clemens Romanus i is 


00 not the author of theſe Conſtitutions, ſince Euſebius, 


« lib, ili, c. 1 , and Jerome de Scriptoribus Eccle- 
er „ ͤ ͤ © &« ſiaſticis, 


— — — OLE IIS — 299-9 5m 6 = 


„ which paſſes under the name of the ſame Clemens, 


1 
« ſiaſtieis, Where treating of the writings of St. Cle- 


4 mens, only reckon one Epiſtle of his to the Corin - 
« e thians, Moreover, that Cardinal Humbert, Pope 


> © Leo the Ninth's Legate at the court of Conſtan 
4 * tinople, anſwered Nicetas Pectoratus, who was Cit= ; 
5 ing paſſages from the Apoſtolieal Conſtitutions againſt | 
* faſting on the Sabbath (Sabbatus, Saturday), in theſe | 
6 words—You [Nicetas] endeavour to affirm this from 


| 8 apoeryphal books and canone, condemned as fuch by the 


6 « Fathers : and a. little after, wherefare cafti ng away 
* from us every thing apocrypbal, we diſdain to liſten to 


60 their fabulous traditions, becauſe. they are not as the law 


* of the Lord, Nicetas had cited the fifth and ſeventh : 


6 books of the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions. From which 


e anſwer of Humbert's, Chriſtianus Lupus hath in- 


gi ferred, that. it Was the opinion of the Apoſtolical 


6e See, whoſe Legate | or Nuncio Humbert was, that 


9 theApoſtolical Conſtitutions are e which 


wm I believe the reader will agree to. r 
That with regard to the aan 


6 who is reported to have publiſhed the Apoſtolical 
6 "Canons, in number eightyefive, having collected 
3 * "ox £ | bf them 


| | 
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« them for the henefit of the faithful into one body. 
« That Peter de Marca writes, that this was done 
4 before the Council of Nice, and after the year 268. 
« The reaſon of the former date is, becauſe the Em- 
« peror Conſtantine, in his ſecond letter to Euſebius 
_ & and the people of Antioch, cites the thirteenth Canon: 
« from whence it is diſcovered, that theſe Canons were 
60 known before the Nicene Council: but that they 
« were po/terior to the year 268, be deduces from this, 0 
40 that Firmilian would have cited thein, to prove a 
e cuſtom which prevailedin the Eaſt, of rejecting the 
4 baptiſm. of heretics, fince the Canons obyiouſly fa- 
_& voured what he had advanced, did they at that 
t time exiſt, for the forty-fifth Canon is thus ex- 
7 tc prefſed—The bi/hop, or preſbyter, who will allow the 
< baptiſm or ſacrifice of heretics, we order him to be de- 
4 poſed. For what agreement has Chrift with Belial 9, 
 & or what portion the believer with the unbuliever x And 
© the forty-ſixth Canon — Thie biſhop, or the preſtyeer, 
4 who will again baptize a perſon who was truly bap- 
4 tired; ; er who ſhould nat baptize him who was pol- 
6e luted by the i zmpious | that is, who had been baptized ' 
by hs heretical Chriſtians], Should be depoſed, as one who 


— 


6 mocks 


1 244 J 
& mocks the death and crofo of the Lord, and diflingai es 
& rot the true from the falſe priefts. When, therefore, 
40 * Firmilian, in his epiſtle written to Cyprian, A. D. 
« 268 or 269, contending againſt the baptiſm- of 
44 | hetetics, and objecting againſt the cuſtom. approved 


| 4 of by Pope Stephanus, in a manner too ſevere where 


.  aChriſtian biſhop was concerned, hath not adduced 
& the above-mentioned Canons in ſupport of his opi- 
cc nion; it may de inferred that the Apoſtolical Canons 
« were unknown in that age.“ Pat. Ap. vol. i. p. . 198. 


. That Peter de Marca is juſtified in his inference can- 
| not be diſputed, if what he aſſerts of Ovriſtantine and 
Firmitian be well founded. With regard to the latter, 
the reader can have no doubt, as being demonſtrable 


from Firmilian's 8 letter to o Cyprian, Ses P urt Pi a, 


Digg. p. 39. n. 


But concerning Conflantine s letter to Eülebfud ind 
the Antiochmians, 1 muſt obſerve, that there is no 
mention in them of Canons, but of the canon and the 
ruhen © of the apoſtle, which i is mentioned more than | 
once in them,” 1 ſhall farther obſerve, that neither : 
the hivthenth Canon, according to the copy. of Dio 
Alus Exiguus, which is the tenth in our copy; nor 


the 
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the thirteenth ganon of our copy, which is the ſeven- 

teenth of Dionyſius 8, could have been cited by Com 
frantine,. as being utterly irrelevant to his purpoſe, 

which was to tranſlate the courtl y Euſebius, biſhop o 
Cæſarea, to the ſee of Antioch,” Which was then vn: 


cant, as eee A and een biſhop, Euſtathius, ; 
had been juſt depo 
varicating Arians, of which number. was our: Euſer 


bins, ho procured ſome. abandoned wretch to ſweat 
: falſely (for when aſked to point out Euſtathius, ſhe 


1 did not know his perſon) a child Againſt him; it be- 


ing! the ohjec. of the Arians to place ſuch of. their | 
brethren AS, could prevaricate, in all the great ſees. 
But Conſtantine was ohliged to recede from his pur- 
poſe, perhaps induced thereto by Euſebius, who 
was not a man of firm nerve; and Who, probably 


alarmed with what might happen, were he by the Im- 


perial influenee elected to that ſee, where he was held 
in that eſteem which ſhould eyer attach to baſe time- 


ſervers, might poſkbly- have written to the Emperor 


that there. was an, Apoſtolical Canon or rule, and 
a tradition, againſt ſuch tranflations, The Emperor 
„Le, | „ es thereupon 


— 


CY century after. However, notwithſtanding what 
Socrates ſays, it is not clear to'me but that at this time 


95 that whatever revolutions might take place throughout 


134 1 


| thereupon wrote to the people of Antioch to * 
whom they would for their biſhop. 


Socrates, in ſpeaking of this tranſition, and who 


flouriſhed about a century after, denies the exiſtence 
of any fach Canon. Now, had the Apoſtolical Canons 5 
been known to Conſtantine before the Council of Nice; 


could they have been unknown to Soerates, who lived 


ſuch a Canon was in contemplation among the chiefs 


of the Church; und which had the Church," or the ſacs 
ceſſive heads of it, the biſhops of Rome, ſtedfaſtly ad- 
| hered to, the ſagacious politician, if 1 Thall be ho- 


nonoured by the peruſal of ſuch an one, will perceive, 


the world, would have little impeded the progreſs of 
orthodox Chriſtianity, till it had eſtabliſhed itſelf over 
every kingdom on the earth; when uritverſal peace, 


| and ſubjection to the biſhop of Rome, would have ris 


vetted ghoſtly chains upon all mankind ; which, with= 


out a miracle, could never have been broken. 


What induces ms to think that Apoſtolical Canons 


were 
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| FROM even then in contemplation, when the foundation 
ſtones of orthodox eccleſiaſtical polity 1 were preparing 
tds be laid, is, chat Theodoret, in ſpeaking of this tran- 
ſaction, obſerves, that tranſlations were as to 
eccleſiaſtical law. | 
Theodoret might be twenty years younger than $0. 
- crates, and thoſe Canons known to him as an ecele- 
| foaftic anda biſhop, and not to Socrates who was only 
1 layman ; 3 for I ſhall ſhortly adduce ample teſtimony | 
with what cireumſpection the Orthodox ated, that = 
choſe writings which contained the ſecrets of the 

| ſet ſhould not be expoſed to the public eye: perhaps 
the rough handling of thoſe which they had i impru- 
dently expoſed by Celſus and Porphyry, had taught 
them the wiſdom of the ſerpent upon this ſcore. Nor 
did they publiſh chem (if they were ever publiſhed, 
for the general uſe of mankind before the Reformation) 
till, by firſt feeling the public mind by a partial diſ- | 
cloſure, they were forewarned of the objeRtions which | 
might be made, and which by a partial omiflion or 
alteration they might be able to defend againſt the 
attacks © of every opponent. In no other way I appre= 
hend can the alterations in ſome paſſages of the New 
Par. II. ä Teſtament 


„ 
Teſtament be acequnted for. It may be even ab- 
firmed, that the Roman church, by acknowledging 
 Jerome's verſion of the New Teſtament, did not act 


with its uſual caution: had this tranſlation been made 
I ſomewhat later, the Word being made. fleſh, in the firſt 
chapter fourteenth verſe of St. John's Goſpel, would 
| doubtleſs have been altered to ſome other phraſe. 
ology, which the Eutychians could not have taken ad- 
vantage of. And an important net, Which now ap- 
| pears in our copies of the Epiſtle to che Romans, 
ch. 5, v. 14, would not have been allowed at all to bo 
noticed in ] erome's verſion, had the Cæleſtian he- 
reſy, which denied that the fin of Adam attached to 
his poſterity, been propounded ſomewhat earlier; 
which this text, as we find it in the more ancient 
Latin Fathers and Origen without the negative, evi- 
dently ſupports.” See Semler's Diſl. in Tert. 
But to return to Euſebius and Conſtantine, from a 
digreſſion which, though it ſtrikes me as appoſite, will. 
moſt likely be condemned. I fay then, that from the 
complexion of the whole tranſaQion, as it appears „ 
the writings of this prevaricating biſhop, that the a= 
25 gacious reader will be fatisfied, that Euſebius himſelf 


3 J 


had been the underhand inciter of Conſtantine in the 


attempt of placing him in the ſee of Antioch ; from 
which his cowardice made him recede, perceiving how 
thoroughly he” was deteſted by the orthodox Chriſtians | 
at Antioch. To'i impute his actions to praiſe-worthy 
, motives, would be doing him too much honour. per- 
haps, ſome may think, that I have taken an unrea- 
5 ſonable prejudice againſt Euſebius, who is thought 
much of by the moderns: and for this reaſon only, 
| as if from a ſpirit of contradiction. But upon this 
head I appeal to the i ingenuous. That he prevaricated 
is clear from nis hiſtory' s being admired by the Arians, 
though thework of a biſhop of theeſtabliſhedOrthodoxy. 
His baſeneſs, to ſay nothing worſe, is evinced by his 
entering into a conſpiracy with E uſeb1us biſhop of Ni- 0 
comedia, and Theognis biſhop of Nicæa, the two ap- 
parent leaders of the Arian faction, againſt the worthy 
Euftathins, biſhop of Antioch. His regard for reli- 
sion, by ſuborning an infllvious wretch whom he 
corltijaibd to perjure herſelf to ſay nothing of 
a ſimilar matter concerning St. Athanaſiug' s cutting off 
a man's arm, though the may was produced in court 
with his two arms. When theſe things are conſidered, 
and 1 Pothinus' 8 raxing him to his face of having preva- 
8 | ricated, 


| 38 1 
ricated, 1 hope as 1 have obſerved, that the . 
- and i ingenuous readers will acquit me of any undue 


prepoſſeſſion againſt chis ecclefiaſtic. Perhaps even the 
modern Orthodox will not readily take up the cauſe of 
a perſon more than ſuſpected by his contemporaries, | 
who muſt be allowed to have been the deſt judges, both 
of his opinions and actions. I profeſs I can bring no 


, proof of his having refuſed, from cowardly motives, 


to be ſupported by the 5 Imperial intereſt for to be 
- elected to fill the ſee of Antioch. But in this I ſub- 


mit to the learned reader, who has attentively peruſed 
the hiſtory of the tranſaction in the hiſtories of Euſe- 
bios himſelf, Socrates and Sozomen. His prevaricating 


in a time of perſecution, is however a proof of his 


SET not poſſeſſing a firm nerve: or that Chriſtianity, in 


| his opinion, was a deluſion. | One word more: I ſeru- 
| OE, ple notto affirm, that Conſtantine? s letter to Euſebius, 
in his Life of Conſtantine, 1, ili. c. 61, is a forgery. 
For whatever the Emperor's private character might 
be, I ſhall never readily believe, that a ſoldier between 
fifty and ſixty years of age can be capable of aſſerting 
a notorious untruth; which the letter in Euſebius 
evidently does: for in it Conſtantine ſays, © That even 
e in this you ought to eſteem yourſelf, that in the 


„ opinion 


1 % 

410 opinion of all the world you were deemed worthy to 
© be biſhop of the univerſal church. For it ought 
40 doubtleſs to add to your happineſs, that all ſhould 
cc he ambitious of having you to be their biſhop,” This 
is a truly modeſt pafſage for Euſebius himſelf to inſert 
in his hiſtory. However, it is totally unfounded 1 
for, except by Arians, he was deſpiſed by other Chriſ- 
tians ; ; but particularly odious to the Antiochenians: 
chiefly perhaps on account of his having been one of 
the conſpirators againſt their late worthy biſhop. Again, 
wherefore ſhould the Emperor write to the Antioch- 
enians not to chooſe Euſebius for their biſhop : were 
he even elected, it depended on himſelf whether he 
ſhould accept it. The reader will obſerve, that the 
Life of Conſtantine did not appear for many years after 
the death of both Conſtantine and Euſebius; and that 
perhaps it has ſuffered conſiderably from Arian ma- 
nagement. As we have it, it is a diſgrace to his 
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memory. 


— 


oY; cannot help cenſuring here the learned Francis 
Pagi and Le Clerc. The firſt, for citing an obſervation 
from Peter de Marca, which he muſt know to have 
been unfounded; namely, that Conflantine, in his 
letter to Eujebius and the people of Antioch, had 8 


cited 
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cited the 13th of the Apoſtolical Canons: and Le 
Ciere, for inſerting, i in his amended edition of Cotele- 
__niugs' edition of the Patres Apoftolici, the judicium of 
Francis Pagi, which contains this unfounded obſer- 
: vation, without ever cenſuring Pag!'s management: * 
1 the reader will perceive that Pagi does not fay, 
as from bimſelf, that Conſtantine had mentioned the 


23th Canon in his letter, but that de Marca ſays 
_ that Conflantine cited i it. 


Before I had conſulted Euſebius, 1 entertäined no 
doubt of the management of Pagi : for perhaps in the 
whole collection, which conſiſts of eighty- five 
Canons, there is not one among them more difficult 
to expound : I therefore was certain from Cotelerius's 
ſeeking no aid towards helping him to the true under- 
ſtanding of it from theſe epiſtles of Conſtantine, 
that there was not even an alluſion to it in them. 
5 Cotelerius was too capital a writer to be guilty of 
ſuch oſcitancy. However, as he himſelf has, 1 
5 apprehend, erroneouſly expounded this Canon, * 
hall lay it before my readers as in the original — in his 
expoſition—an expoſition in Engliſh—and then the 
| expoſition of Dionyſius Exiguus. My object in 
laying before the learned ſo many expoſitions, is to 


| , 


TOs = ſatisfy 


1 1 


fatisfy them concerning my having diſcovered the 
true key which will unlock almoſt all the difficulties 
to be met with in the Fathers: for, that. a perſon of 


the little knowledge which I poſſeſs of the Greek 
tongue ſhould be able ſatisfactorily to remove dif- 


ficulties; and that without any extraordinary appli- 


cation, that have baffled the firſt ſcholars, can 


be reſolved upon no other principle. 
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Si quis Clericus, aut Laicus, ſegregatus vel nonrecep- 


tus [Cotelerius reads abu ros erroneoull y : Dionyſius 


Exiguus read J:xro} abiens ad aliam  Eivitatem, ſine 


literis commendaticiis receptus fuerit ; ; ſegregentur 


qui receperunt, et qui receptus eſt, Si autem fuerit ſe- 


gregatus, prorogetur ei ſegregatio, ut qui verbis 


fefellerit ac deceperit Eccleſiam Dei. 


97 any eccleſiaſtic, or laic, ſuſpended from com- 


0 munion, or a communicant going into another city, 


6c ſhould "M received [to communion] without recom- 


« mendatory letters, they who received him, and be 


cc wha 
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et who was received, ſhall be ſuſpended : but if he was a 


4 ſuſpended perſon, he ſhall be excommunicated, as 
. one who lied, and n the church of God.” 


This expoſition is very plain, and correſponds with 


fact. For Chriſtians, in thoſe ages, had not the pri- 
vilege of being admitted to the Chriſtian Myſteries 
in other congregations, without bringing with them | 
letters certifying their ſoundneſs in the faith; for 
otherwiſe, wolves in ſneep scloching would frequently 
gain admittance, which might afterwards enable 
chem to turn Chriſtians into ridicule. Nor were 
Catechumens themſelves permitted to be pre · 

ſent at the Myfteries : the doors were equally ſhut , 
_ againſt them, as againſt any others. Neither was it 

ſuch an eaſy matter to be made a Chriſtian in theſe 
ages as is generally imagined. In ordinary caſes, ; 
2 three months faſt was indif) penſable: which „however, 
might be ſhortened according to the zeal evinced by by 


\ the Catechumen, ſuch as a devotee converting her 


"huſband, or children, and vice verſa. 8 
5 had like to have forgotten Dionyſius Exiguus J 8 

r Si quis Clericus, aut Lan, a commu- ; 

nione ſuſpenſus ſeu communicans, ad aliam properet 


\ 


civitatem, 
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ciyitatem, et ſuſcipiatur preter- commendaticias lite- 


Fas z et qui ſuſceperunt, et qui ſaſceptus eſt, commu- 
nione priventur. Frame ien vero proteletur 


ipſa correptio, tanquam qui mentitus fie, et 


eccleſiam Dei ſeduxerit, | 
After what muſt be deemed a long digreſſion, I 


return to my proper object, that of fixing the date of 


; theſe writings ; ; namely the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, 
and Apoſtalical Canons; frſt premiſing, that i it is not 


to be imagined, that writings, which perhaps were in 
ſpeculation, and hatching for upwards of a century 


before they were publiſhed, even among eccleſiaſtics— 


1 that were beſides drawn up by the ableſt, and, it may 


be, the ſbreydeſt men that ever exiſted; ; namely, the 


| biſhops of Rome and Alexandria, and their reſpective 


prefbyters—ſhould not be more guarded, and have 
| fewer unguarded paſſages, than the work of any 


ſingle writer, Who ſhould attempt to paſs any 


ſpurious works on the world. Therefore, though I: 


am inclined to. think that there will be found in 
them fewer paſſages. indicative of a later age than 
| that of the Apoſtles, or of ſpuriouſneſs, which ſhould 


be aſcribed to this canſe, and alſo to the nature of 
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E | 
the ſubjecte, which is chiely employed in giving 


inſtruckions: yet the age of the Conſtitutions mays 
1 think, be nearly inveſtigated, _ 
The following paſſage, methinks, plainly alludes to 
the Arians, and even to the later Arians, or Euno- 
mians. Thou (O God) who broughteſt forth ont 
60 of nothing (ur ro pwn ofles) all things into being, by 
6 means of thy only begotten Son, who by thy vill, 
| cc (Coon). and power, and goodneſs didſt beget 
« him without any medium, the only begotten 
/ 66 Son, &c. before all time, a Lib. viii. o. 12. 
p. 403. 

P. 404, ſame book and POOR there i is another 
evident allu ſion to the Arians, « Therefore you 
ce made him (man) of an immortal ſoul and diſlipable : 
« body: the former indeed made out of nothing ; > 
« but the latter from the four elements: and thou 
64 gareſt his ſoul the faculty of rational di iſcernment to 
ce diſtinguiſh righteouſneſs from. eee 
« and juſtice from injuſtice.” 5 e 

"re Le of the Conſtitutions which. refer to 
bacte, and which will tend materially towards VG 
thejr age 5 5 
bn 


. 
In the 6th chapter and fourth book it is ſaid, 
ce That thoſe who afflict the widow and oppreſs the 


& orphan, and fill the priſons with innocent people, 


tc or who maltreat their domeſtics by blows, hunger, 


cc or hard labour, or who lay waſte cities, ſuch, O 


cc biſhop, are to ds ſhunned by you, theif offerings 
& are accurſed,” Laying waſte cities, perhaps alludes 

to the b committed at Theſſalonica: for : 
which the Emperor Theodoſius the Great was — | 


to do penance. 


Lib. viii. c. 33. Slaves are ordered to work five 


days only, and to keep holy the Sabbath (Saturday), 
and the Lord's-day (Sunday). The twenty-ninth 


| Canon, aſcribed to the Council of Laodicea, held the 


Lord knows when, and which forbids" the Sabbath 
(Saturday) to be kept holy, may therefore be deemed 
ſpurious. Indeed, without this, the learned not being 


agreed concerning the time of the holding of this 


Council; ſome placing it before the Council of Nice, 
otherexty years later; alone evinces that there was 


no ſuch Council, Its being mentioned by the lying 
| Theodoret does not add a whit to the probability of its 


2 2 2 i reality. 
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reality. See Lard. vol. iv. p. 308, form, ed. vol. wi. . 


p. 280. Pat. Ap. n. 16. 2 
That theſe Conſtitutions were not ue! till 


5 ao the Expoſition of the Scriptures made by Jerome 


by order of Pope Damaſus, whodied 1 in the year 384 8 
after having governed the Church eighteen years, 


may be fairly inferred from tlitir ordaining that 
Chhriſtians ſhould abſtain from meats offered to idols 
from blood from things firangled; fo r, from Primaſius, 


author of Praedeſtinatus, who flouriſhed in the middle 
of the fourth century, we know that things Hrangled 
had not been admitted into the Latin copies of the 


' New Teſtament, and was held by the Latin Fathers 
to be. a Greek interpolation“. 80 that the date of | 
the Apoſtalical Conſtitutions may be placed between 
Jerome's Expoſition of the Scriptures, and the prohi- | 
biting the Sabbath to be kept holy by. Chriſtians, 

With regard to the Apoſtolical Canons, we may be | 


certain they were unknown at the time that 


- Firmilian wrote to Cyprian, A. D. 268, or 2695 as 
already obſerved. But at what time after. that | 


+ See REN s Diff, in Tert. vol. v. p. 264 


nl 


period thoſe fifty mentioned by Dionyſius Exi- 
guus, and of which he has given an Expoſition, 
might have firſt appeared, I profeſs that I am not 
ſufficiently verſed in the rites of the Church to deter- 
mine. But the forty- three which follow, I am 
F 19104 to chink, from their ordaining, that a biſhop 
| hould be cited by two biſhops when impleaded and 

did not appear, as was done by Cyril in regard of 
5 Neſtorius, muſt have been publiſhed | prior to that 
tranſaction. Perhaps the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, 
and the firſt fifty of the Apoſtolical Canons appeared 
pretty much about the ſame time. The ſubſequent 
Canons might be the fruits of the Pelagian and 


(EN Celeſtian hereſies ; ; which cauſed great troubles in 


the Church, and which preceded, only by a ow years 
that of Neſtorius. a | 

| 1 ſhall now. lay before the Reader ſome extracts 
from the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, an Apoſtolical 
Canons. 
a Lid. i i. e. 6. Chriſtians are EP TOR to abſtain from 
| Heathen bock. 
— ü. c. 1. Biſhops were not to be younger 
than fifty. This Canon was never obſerved. 

Lib. 


r 

Lib. ii. c. 2 5. Biſhops are informed in what man- 
ner tythes and firſt fruits ought to be made 
uſe of: namely, in the relief of the diſ- 
treſſed: that is, the poor, the orphans, the 
widows, the afliéted (perhaps the ſick), and 

the ſtranger in want [how humane and 
_ conſiderate]; and the moderate maintenance 
85 of the biſhops. . Te but ft 
— c. 33. Abſolution * biſhop — 

maintained. 
— 57. Churches were to be built Eaſt and 
| Welt. The Chriſtians had, I apprehend, no 
churches before the third century. Dea- 
cons diſtributed the ſacramental elements. 
1 apprehend they dare not now lay their 
finger on them. | CET 6 26” 
. 63. Idleneſs prohibited among EceleG- 
ei! aſtics; chat is, preſpyters and deacons. | 
They were enjoined to purſue ſome ſecular 
| profeſſion ; not only to ſupport themſelves, 
and not be like drones, a burthen upon the 
revenues of the church, which were intended 
Se, for the relief of > the poor &c. but that they 
might 
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might be enabled to cont ribute themſelyes 


paſſing 


to the ſame end. It is ſtrange, 


| firange! that our Eecleſiaſtics ſuch as Dr. 
Knowles, &c. ſhould be trumping up Apoſ- 
| tolical Conſtitutions and Canons of trifling 


0 import, and ſhould not produce ſuch as theſe 


which do the ancient Catholics ſo much 
| honour, | Though perhaps ſome will think 


it is not ſo ſtrange. | This chapter deſerves 


to be written in letters of gold. The Apoſ- 
tles in it are made to ſay, Were not ſome 
c of us fiſhers,” others 6 mechanics,” others 

2 ce huſbandmen,” | but none of us idlers 5 * 


| and then, after citing Proverbs vi. . 6, and xii. 


11, and xix. 24, and Eccleſ. iv. E d X. 18, 


k. they conclude with ſaying, If any would not 
. work neither ſhould he eat, ee to Theſſ. 
iii. 10. 

What effrontery then have churchmen, namely, 
recton, vicars, and deacons, to claim a diyine right ta 
tythes and firſt fruits. By adyancing ſuch a right they 
avow themſelyes to be the defrauders of the hel pleſs 
orphan, of the afflicted widow, of the unprotected 
. : 7 | rangers 
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dagen, of the indigent * tom want and 
1. il. c. 1 D — ade to Frei the 
| ſeandal which the ſending young. deacons 

d o the houſes of the faithful might give birth 
do among ſcoffers. They were beſides ne- 


Ceſſary for oiling the women after baptiſm ; 
their dofdins I think " devote were only 


allowed to oil their foreheads. 
"Lid; vis c. 26. The reader will find an alluſion to 
che Sabellian hereſy. 
"Lib, vii. c. 41. There is an alluſion to the Arian 
„ 
a6; viii. c. 12, 14. The facramental elements 
the real body and blood of Chriſt, ; 
. 32 Catechumens were in general ſub- 
cords ject to a three years Aifipline ory they : 
were baptized 
OO Hhoftolical 8 20 7 
Canon 59. foys, « If any perſon force à virgin 
& not betrothed, let him be ſuſpendedꝰ that is, not 
be permitted to partake of the holy myfteries, as the 
Lords Supger, be. « but it may not be lawful for 
| " him 


K 
& him to take another, but let him tetain her whom! 
che hath choſen, however poor de may be.” Perhaps 9 


ſack: a regulation at this day, would not be attended 


with bad conſequences. ; In the ſtikometry or catalogue 
of the books contained'in the N ew and Old Teſta- 
ments in the ſeventy Gxth Canon; among them are 


reckoned the two Epiſtles of Clemens to the Corinthi- 
ans, the Apoſtolical Conftitutions, the Apoſtolical 


Canons, or as they are called, the Aa. of vs the 


Apoſtles, They however omit the Reyelations, which 


the ſpurious | decree of the council or Lasdleel 
likewiſe omits. Hence it appears, that our New 
Teſtament differs very materially from that of thoſe 


| days. | 
J 1 proceed to thoſe other ſpurious books aſcribed to 


the ſame Clemens, which are contained in this collec 


tion of Cotelerius, namely, the | Recognitions, the Cle- 
mentines, and the Aas of Peter, or the Clementine Epi- 
tome concerning, which, I apprehend the modern 5 


Engliſh writers have evinced but a {mall portion, of 


critical acumen ; which can only be imputed to their 


l 


giving opinions. of books which they had never pe- 
Parr II. 3 . \ruſed, 
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ruſed, or in ſo ſuperficial a manner, as ſhould have 
deterred them from f peaking at all of them. 
' Beſides the two Epiſtles to the Corinthians, aſcribed 


by ſome of the antients to Clemens, the latter of which 


is pronounced by the judicious Photius to be ſpurious, 


as it undoubtedly 1 is, as well as the firſt, and the Apoſ- 


tolical Conſtitutions, and Apoſtolical Canons ; : they 
alſo mention other works of his, ſuch as the Periodos, 
or travels by Origen, called by Athanaſi us and Epipha- 
wins, the Travels of Peter, which Athena bus farther ob- 


ſerves to be partly inſpired, which parts are alſo faid 
by. him to have been read in Chriſtian Aſſemblies, 


Alſo the Aas, Peter, the Goſpel of Peter, the preach- 


ing of Peter, and the Revelation of Peter * , AS alſo the | 
Diabgue of Peter and Apion. The queſtion firſt to be 


conſidered is, which, and bow many of thoſe books 


* Rosa verlies is be the Goſpel of Peter, but which is alſo called | 
* his preaching or Revelation,” which I believe is right, though Jerome 
makes; them different works, and even reckons them as ſuch., But Je- : 
rome Was a haſty 1 inaccurate writer, and even admitting him to be other- _ 
wiſe, he cannot be held to be of equal authority concerning theſe ſpu- 
rious writings aſcribed to Clemens, as Rufinus who had tranflated them, 
1 who of courſe muſt haves pug. 7 attention to Os 


* 


| aQtually 


actually exiſt, and the age of each: and ſecondly, if 
each work can with good reaſon be diſtinguiſhed from 
thoſe others with which they are now confounded 
under one appellation. 0 i 
Firſt, then, [ entertain no doubt whatever that the 
| Recognitions of which we have now only : an expoſi- 
tion by Rufinus, who flouriſhed. towards the cloſe of 
the fourth century, contain the Goſpel of Peter, alias 
the Preachings of peter, alias the Revelation of Peter 
and the Acts of peter and the Periodos or Travels 
| of peter. Farther, that the Clementines are an epi- 
tome not only of theſe three ſeparate writings, but 
alſo contain the moſt material parts of the judgment 
of Peter noticed by Jerome. Alſo chat the Acts of 
Peter or Clementine Epitome is the pragmateia of Pho- 
tius, of which he has given a very poor character; 
but which has been applied by the moſt infatuated 


moderns to the Praxeis or ſecond and third books of 


| the Recognitions : of which Praxeis, however, the 


| ſame Photius, in the two or three preceding Un nes, had 
given a very high character. That a learned and judi- 
cious ancient ſhould be guilty of ſuch palpable oſci- 
tancy would ſurprize me: though I confeſs it would: 
— 2» 


not ſurprize mo in a modern Engliſh Proteſtant. This 
fact did not eſcape the learned Hoeſchelius, who flou- 


| tioned in the very firſt note upon this work. Though | 


| Which I. doubt not were very different from thoſe 


of ſufficient weight to ſatisfy the learned and 9 


be called his Goſpel alſo, and not improperly his 
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riſhed a century and a half ago, and which is men- 


being unacquainted with the writings ' of this writer, 
and of courſe, having no knowledge of the reaſons 
which. had induced him to form his opinion, and 


Which I ſhall lay before the reader, and influence my 
Indgment, nevertheleſs I truſt that theſe will be found 


nuous. But to proceed regularly. 

The firſt bock, then, of the 8 contains 
the Goſpel, or Preaching, or Revelation of Peter. 
That it was very properly deſignated; by the two firſt 


ol theſe appellations is very evident, fon of ſeventy- 


four ſections which are contained in this book, forty- 
eight to a few lines are employed in recording a ſpeech, 
of Peter's to Clemens, which may properly enough: 


Revelation for in it he gives Clemens an account of 
the riſe and progreſs of the Goſpel to that day, and 
certainly mentjons ſeyerab things which, as not being 


f 4. * 


contained 
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contained in the ſacred books of the Old Teſtament, 
he could only come to the knowledge of by preter- 
natural means. | Now, that this firſt book does not 
connect, with thoſe which follow, is evident from its 
mentioning that the ſeventh year ſince the crucifixion 


| had been then completed, ſee ſect. 43: whereas, in the 
twenty-ninth ſection of the ninth book we are in- 
formed, that the ſeventh year was get current. 
That the Praxeis, or Acts of Peter, which I pre- 
ſume to be contained in the ſecond and third books 
of the Recognitions, may be alſo reaſonably inferred 
from holy oil being mentioned, lib. 3, ſect. 67, Where 
ſpeaking of baptiſm . whereas in the firſt book or 
preachings of Peter there is no mention of holy oil 


when ſpeaking of baptiſm ; ; ſee ſect. 48. Nor i in the 


laſt ſeven books, which I alſo preſume to be the Pe- 
riodos of Origen and the Travels of Peter mentioned 
by Athanaſius and Epiphanius. rel are differences 
of ſuch 3 a nature as neceſſarily point out different Ld 
 thors 90 theſe pieces. 
That the Periados i is the PTY of theſe writings 
may be fairly inferred from the filence of Origen 
concerning the others; but- farther, in the firſt 

1 book 
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book of the Recognitions, or the Preachings of Pe- 


| ter, there is a manifeſt alluſion to the Manichean 
hereſy i in theſe words: Vi wtutem fu ummam ercelſi Dei 
que ft ſupra, conditorem mundi, ſect. 72: as alſo in the 
twelfth ſection of the ſecond book, or the Praxeis, in 
theſe words: Virtutem fe quendam, que fit ſupra : 


conditorem Deum. But as the Manichean hereſ y did 


not fpring up for about twenty years after Origen, i it 


is evident that he could not mention books which 
exiſted not in his time. OS . 
* arther, in the laſt ſection of the third book of the 


Recognitions the author recapitulates the heads of 


the different ſubjects upon which he had deſcanted, 


which were in number ten: yet, among them, he 


has taken no notice of any ching contained in the 


firſt book of the Recognitions, which comprehends 


as much matter a8 the one half of theſe ten books, 
Surely there cannot be a ſtronger proof of the fic 
book not belonging to the two. following. gf) that 1 
| the Periodos, or the ſeven laſt books of the Recogni- | 


tions, does not belong to the ſecond and third books 
of the Recognitions, is evident from the author's re- 


eapitulating the contents of what he had treated 


))) pd ode | vpon 


L 36 ] 
upon at the end of the third book; but there is no 


recapitulation of any ſort in the ſubſequent ſeven 


books, which ſhould at leaſt be expected, when the 


author was ſo partial to recapitulations as to draw 


up one after writing what is now contained in two 


not very long books. He farther informs us, that 


he had ſent them, namely, the ten tracts which be | 


had juſt enumerated, written by the order of Peter 


to James; which evinces that they muſt have been 


ſent ſeparately, and at a different time from the Pe- 


riodos or Travels of Peter. 5 | 

I truſt, then, that it is . to As ſatisfaQion 
of the reader, that the Recognitions comprehend three 
ſeparate tracts, from two of them containing mani- 


feſt alluſions to the Manichean hereſy, namely, the firſt 


book of the Recognitions or the Preachings of Peter, 


and th Praxeis ; and that this laft, or ſecond and . 


third books of the Recognitions, is a different work 


from the firſt book and ſeven laſt books of the Re- . 


cognitions, from mention being made in it of holy 
dil, about which the two others are Glent ; ; and that 
the firſt and ſeven laſt books are different works, 


from its being mentioned in the frſt, that the 


ſeventh. 
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ſeventh year EN the crueifixion was completed : ; 
whereas i in the ſeven laſt bock it is _ that the ſe- 


1 venth year was ſtill erm. 


Farther, that the ſeven laſt books are the Period 


| of Origen i is evident from the diſconrſe about Fate, 
| which he mentions being contained in it. For though 


there i is a ſimilar difcourſe about Fate in the Clemen- 


tines, yet it is evident that it is taken from the Perio- | 
dos For that the Clementines were not only moulded 
5 upon the books contained. in the Recogiitions, but 


alſo upon theſe other ſpurious books, namely, the 
| Dialogue between Peter and Apion, and the Judgment 
of Peter, is evinced dy the following reaſons. F irſt, 
the ſubjects deſcanted upon in the ten books of the 
Recognitions are all noticed in the Clementines 3 but 
che fubjects of each of the treatiſes in the Recogni- 


tions, which I have fuppofed to be ' three, are not 


defeanted upon copnectedlx and together, but are 
ſcattered hete and there in the Clementines, as the 
| compil er th ou ght fit. 0 85 ed on! E ll 25 


The learned reader perhaps may think that 1 have 
committed an 6verſight i in faying that the Clemen- 


5 tines contain the Dialogue between Peter nd ons 3 
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when in fact there is no ſuch treatiſe contained in it. 
| But if there be not, there is another Dialogue, that 


between Clemens and Apion, which doubtleſs muſt 


be that between Peter and Apion mentioned by 
Euſebius and Jerome : the former being a flovenly 
writers, might have cited from memory, and the 
other, being a haſty writer, might haye copied him. 
But be theſe conjectures as they may, unleſs this | 
Dialogue be the ſame as that mentioned by Euſebius > 
,” and Jerome, it is not noticed by any. of the F athers. 
Neither am I quite ſingular i in this conjecture, for 
Nicephorus Callifti, who flouriſhed in the fourteenth 
century, ſuſpected the Clementines to be this Dia- 
logue; which might very well give a title to the 
work, for the Dialogue employs nineteen ſections of 
the twenty-five contained i in the fourth Homily—all 


the fifth Homily, containing thirty ſections, and 


. twenty-five out of twenty-ſix ſections contained i in 


| the ſixth Homily. That the Clementines and the 
Dialogte between Peter aud Apion, are the ſame 
work, may be inferred from the manner in which 


Euſebius — himſelf concerning them: his 


See ils, Article Euſchius, 


ark 8 words 


5 

Y . 
l 403 
1 words are, ce Some perſons have lately (bis «; pour) 
5 


* publiſhed other verboſe, and tedious writings, as if of 


+2. Fi 5 8 4 1 922 M | TER 2 
4 4 Clemens, containing Dialogues between Peter and 


* 


« Apion of which, 055 his terms are all in the plural 


6 
Py 
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mei which ſeems to imply a work containing | 
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more than one treatiſe, If it then be admitted, for 
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thoſe ſeveral reaſons, that the Dialogue between 
Clemens and Apion be the ſame as the Clementines, 


| what ſhall we think of the judgment of thoſe cele- 


it Hy 5 'brated | Moderns, particularly Dr. Prieſtley, Who is 
| laviſh in his praiſes of a treatiſe, which the Ancients : 
0 i BE thought little of: but the fact 18, that the Doctor by 
ll miſtaking the Clementines for the Praxeis of Photius 
has aſcribed to the former thoſe praiſes, which Photius 
very deſervedly beſtowed. on the latter. That Dr. 
Prieſtley has only copied Photius, will be evident to 
Ul ew 8 any perſon who will be at the trouble of comparing 
itt what Photius has ſaid concerning the Praxeis, with 
what Dr. Prieſtley has ſaid of the Clementines in his 
dan of Opinions. As I think there can remain | 


no doubt, from what has been already ſaid, that the 
Clementines having had the Recognitions or the 
writings which are, comprehended in this treatiſe as 


its ground work, it will of courſe | be expected that 


whatever 


371 | 
whatever alluſions to opinions indicative of a late date, 
found in the Recognitions, ſhould be alſo diſcover- 
able in the other. Thoſe paſſages alluding to the 
Manichean Hereſy, in the firſt and ſecond books of 


the Recognitions are theſe which ſeem to infer the _ 


_ lateſt date, In the Clementines there is a like alluſion 
to the ſame hereſy i in theſe words: Atque fi «ff aliquis 
alius SUPER Conditorem. However as the knowledge 
of the ancient opinions among the Heretics, is ſo 
entirely unknown, it may be ſaid that in founding 
arguments upon them, [ do not ſubject myſelf to be 
contradicted, as no one ſeems to know any thing of 
che matter. To this objection I can only reply, that 
as I have clearly laid down the eſſẽ ence of each hereti- 
cal opinion, long before the penning theſe latter 
ſheets, as obſerved p. 2 59, it follows, that my theory 4 
being applied, and ſtanding the teſt, is a ſtrong argu- 
ment for its validity. However, in the eleventh 
Homily, 10th Section of the Clementines, there is 
5 manifeſt alluſion to a very great dearth and peſti- 
lence at, that time raging, which perhaps may be 
thoſe, mentioned by re Gibbon as ravaging the 
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a more voten degree than any that had ever before been 


recorded, and which continued to rage for ſome time. 
This is ſo near the time uſually aſcribed for the riſe 


of the Manichean Hereſy, that it muſt be held to be 


4 corroborating argument in favour of what has been 
already adduced, The truth concerning theſe writings 


aſcribed to Clemens appears to be this. The author 


of the Clementines perceiving how inartificially the 
hy Recognitions, which had for a ground work three 
of theſe writings, wete drawh up, perhaps little 


more than tagged together by means of prefaces and 


rail-pieces, determined to unite into one work all 


thoſe ſpurious pieces with the greateſt appearance of | 
| probability, and inſerted therein his own bee b con- 
taining the Dialogue between Peter and Apion. 


To proceed to the Clementine Epitome. In the 
ſixty ſecond ſection there is an obvious alluſion to the 
Pelagian hereſy. In ſections 149 and 1 50, under the | 
character of Clemens, the author clearly paints that 


of Nectarius biſhop of Conſtantinople, who died 


A. D. 3 397. The Holy Ghoſt being made to proceed 


from the Father alone, which was the opinion 'of many 
of the Orthogox 0 the e end of the fourth cen- 


% tury, 


(- 873 4 

tury, and perhaps might have been the moſt general 
opinion among the Orthodox (the Arian opinion 
was, that he was made by the Son) plainly mark the 
date of this writing to be about the year 400. 

Farther, the term Patriarch, which was introduced 
among Chriſtian Biſhops towards the cloſe ofthe fourth 
century, and which we meet with in this tract, alſo 


evinces this to be its true date. Perhaps it may be 
| thought unfair that I ſhonld found an argument en 
this term, and omit doing the ſame on the term arch- 
biſhop, which is to be met with in the preachings, as 
militating againſt my hypotheſis. But the fact is, 
if this book be the ſame with that mentioned. by Eu- 
ſebius and, Jerome, by the title of the Preachings of 
Peter, it is evident that the title archbiſhop, being un- 


known in the time of the former, muſt be either ths 
compiler's or Rufinus 3 | 
We may place the date of the Clementines about 
a century earlier. The Praxeis and Preaching ten or 
twelve years before the Clementines: the Periodos, or the 
groundwork of the. ſe xen laſt books of the Recognitions, 
about the year 250, there being a plain alluſion in the 
thirty-fixth ſection of the fourth book to the hereſy | 


concerning 


14 ] 
b concerning. the Subſiſtences, which * Gl: 6. 
pounded by Sabellius. + b 


1 


1 ſhall now lay before the reader ſome opinions 
from theſe books. \ 
| Lib, i. Sect, 335 3% 45, and 525 in which the pre- 
exiſtence of Chriſt i is plainly taught, in the 
laſt his eternal pre-exiſtence, plainly evinces 
that the preachings of Peter was not an 
Ebionite production, for the Ebionites de · 
A nie univerſally his pre-exiſtence, 1 aid? 
I. i. Sect. 48, informs us, that there was no pro- 
phet after Jeſus. What are we then to think 
of Biſhop Horſley affirming that the Apoſtles 


wrote proleptically : of St. Paul's prophecies, 


1 

— 

* 2 i a. 
$ 


nn 


and plain alluſions to the Docete Hereſy : 
and laſtly; of the Revelations of St. John. 
Methinks t that Peter d did not know * theſe 
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1 Sa. 52, teaches that thoſe juſt men, who 


1 7 


Paget "ved before Chriſt, would be faved, In lib. b 
a is ſe. 17, the ſame Wants 1 think, is 


4 


| maintained, | e n 
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The Praxis; Bi od not an Ebionite 228 
e | 


Lib. ii. Sect, 42, teaches chat God had placed | every 


nation under the tutelage of a ſuperintend- 

ing angel, Deut. xxii, 8. as cited by Clemens 
Romanus, i in his firſt Epiſtle to the Corin- = 

"2 thians, who taught the ſame thing, but not as 


it appears in our preſent copies : in Clemens 


; we read it his! ce When the Moſt High 


pn... divided' the nations, when he ſeparated 


es the ſons of Adam, he ſet the bounds of % 


4 the nations according to the number of the 


5 cc angels: his people Jacob was made the por- 


is not a word of angels, nor in the Latin 


Bible publiſhed at Paris 1741, and as the 


8 preface fays from that verbatim, which is 
approved in the Church of Rome: ſo that 
it appears that both Proteſtants, and the 


true lections of Scripture than St. Clemens, 


whom both ſes allow to have been the 
writer of this Epiſtle, and alfo to have been 


| 8 1 
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4 tion of the Lord, &c. In our copy there 


modern Catholics, are better judges of the 


1 306 1 
Nh Grit diſciple of the bleſſed Paul. 
I do not find that in Boſs' 3 Greek Bible 


here j is any other lection to authoriſe ſuch 


| a groſs departure from the original. How- 
.. ever our rendering is agreeable to the Na- 
zarene expoſition, which . it ſeems is now 
adopted by. all Chriſtian ſects, though denied 
to be the juſt rendering by Juſtin Martyr 
and the Chriſtians of his time, who adhered 
to the Septuagint Expoſition, which is no 
other than a Chriſtian forgery ; and which 
| informs us, that God ſet the bounds of the na- 
F tions according to the number of the angels of 
God: of God is till more than what Clemens 
ſays ; and farther evinces, that the Chriſ- 
| tians Were perpetually altering their ſacred 
books. 1 ſhall in my next volume prove 
this Juſtin, that boly and good man, accord- 


4 ing to Mr, Lindſey, to be : a ſhameleſs liar; - 


which opinion I find myſelf ſupported by 7” 
| the ingenious Mr, Semler, But to ſay the 
No truth, no ſugh perſon. ever exiſted, his name 
3 was prefixed to vritings fabricated for the 
5 baſeſt 


EL 377 J A 
baſeſt as by the Chriſtian Church; 
and which did not appear till towards the 
4 cloſe of the third century. Daniel, x. 13. 
ſpeaks of the Prince of the kingdom of Perſia 
| * 70 which it is evident from the context, was its 
- Guardian, Angel. Dial. cum. e 
e p. 13 I. | 

1b. ii. Sect. 68. Simon the Magician, who in fact . 
was a Jew x, or ,as I think, a true Diſciple of 

Jeſus, aſſerts one heaven; Peter inſiſts upon 


„ tuo, the viſible firmament, and the inviſible | 
\ 8 -fmament. St. Paul however, has improved 
upon Peter, for he aſſerts three heayens at 
>the leaſt. 10 A 
— a. 71. EF that Benimm ite the 
- latent demons, or devils, which muſt ever 
be within thoſe perſons who had partaken 
of things (facrifices) offered to is. Vid. 
Ki iv, 8. xvi. 19. . 
4 This 4585 paſſage utterly overthrows what the in- 
genious Mr. Farmer has adyanced concerning the 
1.8, 8. 49. 
3 C dæmo- 
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| dæmoniacs of the New Teſtament; -whots notions, 


1 358 1 


though militating againſt _ thouſand paſlages i in the 
F athers, are adopted, and even taught from. the deſk, by 
our Unitarian teachers. Lardner; /I think, contends 

for the honour of being the ſabociout diſcoverer. 


e ſurely ſagacity may be properly predicated of 


that man who diſcovers. what, his authorities never 
\ 


| dreamt oe uit id ans not e e : 


| — * * 4 * 4 f WF" 


In the e sion i is abſerved, that i in con- | 
ſoquenic of ſome blaſſ phemous expreſſions of Simon' „ 


that the aſſembly was greatly moved; inſomuch that, 


0 on account of the ſedition, it was impoſſible to con- 


tinue the diſcuſſion: when Peter going to retire, as 


if on account of the blaſphemy, might ſeem to be 


conquered: ſtopped, and began more es to 
confute Simon. The author proceeds: 1 


Then che people, enraged, forced: um out of np 


a ce the aſſembly, accompanied with a ſingle com- 8 


« panion : : when Lilence; being made; peter thus 


. addreſſed the people: Brethren, yo ought | to ö 


ce bear with wicked men; ſince you know that God 


60 when he could deſtroy * nevertheleſs ſuffers 


10 them | 


„ 


ic them to continue to the appointed day, in the 
« which, judgment will be paſſed on all: wherefore TH 
«then ſhould we not bear with thoſe e God 
© bears with? Why ſnould we not ſapport. with 
“ fortitude the i injuries which we receive from them; 
- 0s when he who is all-powerful avenges, not his 
1 5 c own chat ſo his goodneſs, and el piep, 
e bestes Rasen, Bot ir the Evil One * had 


ec not diſcovered Simon to be a fit inſtrument, he 


4 would doubtleſs bave diſcovered: another: For it 


i needs muſt be that offences come, but woe unto 158 


« man by whom they come. Therefore, Simon 1s ra- 


« rather to be pitied, that he is the veſſel choſen 
ce by che Evil One, which he would not at all have 
| . been, were it not that for his former fins the 
« Evil One had received power over him. For what 
: « need 1 ſay farther; than that be even believed in 
ee dur Jeſus, and had ſatisfied himſelf that fouls were 
4 immortal, N. ERR have extracted this paſſage, { 
as T appretienid it to be the prototype of: Dr. Frank- 
U „e parable agziniſt PEA; who is 


Oy = » Literally the Devil, 
e 970 by 


LY 


* 


—— a atten a; 


own.” | 
Lib. ni ſect. 60. teaches that n would be 8 


* 


1 
by ſome ſuppoſed to have taken his idea from 


Dr. Jeremy Taylor: but this" gentleman, having 
been L 1 divine, and a' man of much reading, the 
reader cannot be at a loſs whence he took the 
idea which be obtruded * the world as his 


3 


permitted, towards the end of the world, to 
1 perform even beneficent 8 miracles: which 
Matthew has alluded to, ch. xxiv. ver. 


n x . 3 7 


"Lib. Iv. Sect. 35: +66 that hriſt Was the ac- - 


Dy ETD? ceptable year of the Lord; whoſe. twelve 


months were the twelve apoſtles. 5 


| Lib, v. Sect. 23. Simon, after entering his proteſt ; : 
againſt image-worſhip under any pretext, 5 
moſt beautifuily obſerves, te But if you truly | 
ec wiſh to worſhip the image of God, vou 
« ſhould worſhip the true image of God, ? 4 = 


9 gry by giving drink to the chirſty, by | 


\ 


#00 loathing the naked, by viſiting the ſick, 


4 , | „ C6 by = 


( namely man; by giving meat to the hun- 


1 

a by taking the ſtranger within chy gates, 
and relieving the neceſſities of the priſoner : 
„ ſuch image-worlhip will be proved * 

God 
Libs vi. Sect, 4 Believing children were to ſeparate 
| themſelves from their unbelieving parents 
and believing parents from their unbelieving 


children : : For I came not upon the earth 70 


3 peace But a ſword, Matthew, ch. x. v. 34. 
The ſame 18 taught, Rec. L vii. c. 293 and 
Homily xi. 40. 10. Women were ondered | 

£1 . ix themſelves from their unbelieving 
huſbands, By ſeparating is meant, that they 
| ſhould not have any common meal with re- 
—— however nearly allied; which was 
5 upon no conſideration to be diſpenſed with. | ; 
. For in this book, though after Aa ſeparation 
Fr of twenty years, the mother and ſon came 
to the knowledge of each ocher; and though 
- the poor woman had not broken her faſt for 


* twenty-four hours, or, as in theClementines, „ 
fer forty-eight hours, except with a glaſs of : 
Ko 0 water, 


[ 382 ob: 
| water, and to the truth of whiclt Peter's wife 
ſwore *; yet all way in vain, for till ſhe was 


' baptiſed, there could be no common meal; 
| and what made the matter ſtill worſe was, 


that ſhe was to faſt twenty. four hours more 
vi before ſhe could be baptiſed : for this pre- 
| paration Was at this time indiſpendbly ne- 
eeſſary. 
Now 1 our to the candid reader. whether thoſe ; 
petſons who propagated a religion ſubverſive of all the 
 - happitieſs and estnfort of private lifs; ſh6uld not be 
- bbjeRts of hatred of all mankind, odio hilmani generis, be 
u observed in Tacitus. 1 
Lib, viii, Sect. 28. Man is called ; a Ak Sth 12 2 
only mention i it, as this is the earlieſt author 2 
in whom I have met with this idea. 15 
— - from Section g to 4, Nicetas, the Chriſtian 
0 Penker delivers nn 1 von Pro- 
32 S.. for we ar ee o that « God. FR Angels 2 
e evil diſpoſitions over. every nation, my 80 4 


» in deing fo ſtie . ſhe was «Chit, as Dll ory fo 
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Lib. 10. cg. 30, 34. The heathen fables allegorifed, 


| Perhaps this. gave. riſe to Lord Verulam „ 


Treatiſe on che Wiſdom of the Ancients. 


Ade the Catechumen, having aſked Peter whe- 10 


ther the books of the Heathen poets. ſhould n not be de- | 
| royed, which by recording the adulteries, inceſtugus 

marriages : and parrieides of their gods, might;corrugt 
the minds of the youth? Peter anſwers, lib. x. ſect. 39 | 


0 


N 


My deareſt: Aquila, affure yourſelf, that all things 

ce are carried on by che good providence of God; ſo 
© that not only a weak, a trifling, day even a baſe 
5M cauſe ſhould be oppoſed. to truth, It: the ſupport 


6e of error was ftronger and more probable, few, who 


* were deceived, would return to the way of truth. 5 


ce Für, if even now, when ſo many ſhameful and un- Y 


( becoming things are related of the gods of the Hea- 


0 thens, ſearcely/ anf one forſakes his filthy error; 


« © how much more would the evil be increaſed, if 
| « any thing honour able, or probable, was mentioned 
« of them ? For the mind i is with difficulty removed 
6c from thoſe things in the belief of which it was | 
« « brought up from its earlieſt age: and therefore, as 


6 I have ſaid, it was ordained by Divine Providence, 
bh that 


-s., 
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6. that the ſupport of error mould be both baſe and 


Tun — ; M <a 
| Homily Sect, 16, 17, 18. Peter admits what Simon. 


3 nine days and a half, the worhan being only : 


bal a- man, the type was complete. 5 3 
— Ses 4¹. Peter ſays, there are mentioned in 
8 | Feripturs many lies againſt God ; therefore, 


f our i 


ee weak? Moreover, all other things, in like manner, 
cc are wiſely and fitly diſpenſed by Divine Providence; 5 
« « though, on account of our not knowing the cauſes 
ec of things, the reaſon of a good, and the beſt divine | 
* diſpenſation, may not appear.” The ſentiment 
here, 1 believe, will be allowed to be. beautiful. 
What are we think of m multitudes of, Chrif 
9 _ | 


3 Magician had inden a teacher before him- | 
.. 25 Poten ſays, That, Siman.was a * : 
e eiple of John the. Bagtiſta: I alſos that the 
Ba ptiſt had twenty nine men, and one woman, 
for his chief diſciples, as, typical. of the revo- - 
1 lution of che moon: for this requiring twenty- 8 


* 
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our Lord ſald, Be ye ti ul unt cba rc. 
that is, that his diſeiples mould be fe at 

by diſtinguiſhing true from falſe ſeripture. 5 | 
ro make any comment upon this paſſage i is need- 
leſs, However, it may nt be unneceſſary to obſerve, 4 
that this paſſage of ſeripture, By ye Htilful monly. | 
. changers 3 ; though frequettly cited by the Fathers, is, 
not now to be found in the New Teſtament : which 
. evltices the truth of the charge made by Celſus and 
Jakan againſt the Chriſtians, of their altering their 
facted 50 ks, Perhaps when they got them to their 
fancy, and had ordained that they ſhould. be under- 
ſtood by laymen, agreeably 1 to what they were taught 
by thei ir biſtiops and paſtors, it was then thought . 
per to take away thiggfery extraordinary paſſage. ; 
This brings me to the doctrine at this time main- Fo 
: taihed by the Chriſtians, namely, of the Conjuga- 
tions; 0 that i is, of truths and falſchoods being blended 1 
together in them f: for which reaſon Jeſus, when he = 
| accuſed the Sadducets, ſaid, & You err on this account, 


a bat je do not know the true things in the Seritures for 


* Section 8135 e If Tory Hom Us, Sen i, 
2 m. 8. 30. 55 | 


3 ( 


« which reaſon pon are ignorant of the power of God. \- ma 


Which, in our's runs chus, Do ye not err, &c.: and 
agroeably, it is true, to our Greek copies: : but it x. 
855 requires but little critical acumen to perceive. that 
1 1 the paſſage ſhould be read without. an interrogation ; 
27 foe Jeſus is ſolving a_difficulty; and difficulties are 
£2 ſeldom ſolved by aſking queſtions, nor by taxing the . 
| interrogators with ignorance : beſides it is no where, oy 
5 chat I recollect, ſaid in Scripture, that their ſhall net 5 
be marriages in heaven. Beſides that the two nots 
ba and the neither ſo cloſe. together, may be deemed 2 5 
5 ſingulgr phraſcology i in elegant Greek language. Per- 


haps it was owing to theſe alterations which has ren- 8 


dered che idiom of the Greek Teſtament o inelegant, I 


: that it was mentioned that the writers of it were poor, ay 


illiterate, ignorant tent-makers and fiſhermen. 


Peter has given us ſome curious inſtances of: theſe. 


Y Conjugations. In Sections 1 55 16, 17, 18, of the 


Second Homily, he 1 us, that i in theſe Ceniu- . 
gations of good, and evil, in things whichimmediately 
proceed, from God, that the gagd ann comes firſt, 


bo hs ow nAwobr, "Th dive r Fe ren vu. Tov | 
wow emal. rm N rou O. Mark xii. * 


* 
: x 
: 
. -». 
+ 
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then the evil ; as for hne; God ads che Wen 


\ 


firſt, -which was good, and then the earth; day and 


night; 3 ſan and moon; life and death. But in what 
Proceeds immediately from man, this order i is reverſed : * 


for the evil comes firſt, and then good; as for inſtance, : 


wicked Cain came firſt, and juſt Abel the ſecond: 


Iſmael, and then the bleſſed Ifaxc—the wicked „ 
and pious Jacob.— And laſtly Simon the Magician— . 


and after him the bleſſed Peter, the prince of the 


: Apoſtles of Chr; 2. whereas Simon was n A teacher 
of Jeſus, See S. 49. 1. 3. p. 93. ce Gian 


bo muſt here inform the reader, that whoever will ö 


examine the original, that in my. repreſentation of 


| this matter, as indeed en 1 have been fa- | 


vourable to the Catholics, RE ITS FSFE: 5 


Perhaps the reader may be curious to know which 


were thoſe parts of Scripture” that were falſe. ＋ 6: 


| anſwer this queſtion. at full length, I confeſs to de 


beyond my power : however, that it was not a ſmall 


part muſt be inferred from all ſe 
able to Laduve, in favour of their hypotheſis, texts of 


s of heretics being 


Seriptures which i in the opinion of the early Catholics # 
m, ſupported. their ſeveral heretical notions: 
| 352 Rs I have 


c 388 1 
have met + wich this idea. | in Dr. Priefiley? s. writings 6 


an, original one of the 
Door 955 bot, wow what 1 . ſeen in turning over. 
the Ancients, I am inclined, to think, that among the 
Moderns there are but few original ame 1! 
unleſs we ſhould honour by ſuch : —_—  - 
'  - grouhdleſsreveries. eee Biſhop — 
| Horſley, is unacquainted with che doctrine of the 
os Conjugations ; for otherwiſe. he.thould ere now have 
warned the drudges of the hierareby,. of the dangers = 
Wk they might run into by a peruſal of the Scriptures with», TH 
4 1 » 5 out having ſome clue to guide them through the ſhoals 
= and quickſands, ang pmjtzingly, embrace, the; falls, 
ber be true, and age he um- for the falſe, | 
However, though 13 cannot lay before the: reader . 
all thoſe. parts of Scripture which they, [Catholics] 
held to be falſe, yet as Peter has mentioned ſome. . 
things in it which; were ngjorionſly.ſo;.T preſume 1 
ſhall not. be taxed wich preſum N een an the 
readen ſome of thoſe paſſages. 1 Rr ny Ne 
Fiſt of all, Peter obſerved, * whe L VAN; WAS) 4, nat 1 
Written by Moſes; for, ſays he, It is written, in the: | 
3 Fan Wal and, Mou 47. al they Buried bing Wear 4 
Sx: CCC : . „ 


„ Te & 5 | os 
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L ibe houſe of Bethpeor, and us one hath known his fopul-- 
. chre to this day. Could Moſes then, gays Peter, a 
; « who was dead, write that Moſes was dead.” = HT 
Again, Peter having ſhewn that God muſt have pre- 
PRE and, conſequently know before-hand whatever 
will come to paſs; therefore, ſays be, thoſe paſſages in 
| Scxipture which ſeem to imply ignorance in the Deity, 5 
muſt neceſſarily lay hat of him, which was obvieuſly- | 
untrue, therefore they muſt belies: to which Clemens, 
| to, whom, he was, explaining thoſe matters, having 
entirely acceded, Peter | proceeds, * If, therefore, 

4 ſome things be true, and others falſe, in Scripture, N 

«- our. Maſter with very good, reaſon. (eas) ſaid to 
( us, Be, ye therefore feilful money-changers; as there 

t, ate ſome; things fad. in Seripture: which are true, 

| %. and, others which. are apœeryphal: and he clearly 1 

-- 6, pointed out the cauſe of the error of thoſe who 
—_ were. millead by. falſe.Seri ture, when: he ſaid, For- 
Fe this, reaſon you err, becauſe Jeknow: nat the true ling 
3 of Scripture; on which account you are ignorant. an f 
* the power. of: Cod. And 1 [Clemens] ſaid, it ts; 


5 . There is eber difference here Bee our copy of th Bible Ty 


; a 5 | , 0 . a 
„ | 60 very 
80 > ; q | T \ 
' 


_ — wet ee 


—_—  — 


8 time with three wives, who, on 4 0 
ee chaſtity, was thought worthy of a nume 
4 gen y: nor that Jacob mari 


24 Twelve Tribes, and had proph ſie 
« advent of our Maſter : nor that Moſes was a man- 


5 « prieft how to pronounce. Judgment, W KC 
i to all future ages the law of God; and who, for 
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85 very clear; Peter anf wered, Therefore, not etz 8 


* up an impious opinion, T I with very good reaſon 
« do not believe what ĩs ſaid againſt God, nor againſt | 
« the holy men mentioned in Scripture,” For Iam 


cc perſuaded that Adam was not a tranſgreſſor, Who 


N was formed by the. hands of: God: : nor Noah a 


cc drinkard, who was found to be juſt above all me. 
« world: nor that Abraham cohabited at che lame 
count of u. 


IEC | four wives, two of 
14 whom were even filters, who. was the father of he 
$ + the a future 


40 Mayer; nor that he was taught by an Kolatrour' | 
\propheſied . 


' vs right underſtanding, received the aca of. 


. 


6 a faithful fleward.” Clem. Hom. i ii. 8. 51, 52. 
Perhaps ſome may think, chat Peter's nr 2 

| there were things true and falſe in the Scriptures, that” 95 5 
15 believers themſelyes might be endangered by. miſtak- NC 
ing. the falſe for the true; but in this they would 


TER 


Judge ; 


* P | * ; © a 
„ 1 a 4 
pro- 
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judge very wrong : for in ks xvi." Sed. 14 200 
| Peter Airet Simon, that they who believed in Chri ft, 
: who was the don of | Ged, were, in conſequence of fuch 
ulis thereby enabled to diſtinguiſh the true from thefalſe. 
| am inclined to think that freethinkers will hold this 


to be a concluſive argument in favour of what the = 

Ty ancient oppugners of Chriſtianity affirmed of its pro- 
| 25 feſſors; namely, that the Chriftian * * Ji Sy s 
i | in an abſurd credulity, 5 | 
Hom. i iii, Sect. 20, 217, e. informs us that Adam Boo 

was a prophet, which was another undeniable proof, | 

| according to Peter, that he could not be a tranſgref- | 

4 for. Perhaps the lay reader may ſtartle at ſuch a no- f 

tion; 3 but this would only evince that he had either f 


not read the beginning of the book of Geneſis, or in 


855 ſo flight a manner that it made 1 no impreſſion on him. 
Had he not been a prophet then could he have given 2: 
8 names to the birds and beaſts indicative of their * 
ey tures, of which he could have had no experience. 
© Perhaps: ſome may imagine that he had this faculty 
_ "before he had eaten of the apple which debaſed his na- 
ture: be it ſo. But that this ſtory of the apple i is a 
mere 6tion is hence exinced, that he Pr * a, ter | 


* — rn — 
> * 
— 1 75 


t 1 1 


be had tes: the apple: and we hel t that'ns | 
| rtanſyreſſot ® could propheſy.) But it may be aſketl, 
Wuwar did he propheſy after he had eaten of the apple) 
ON Why, he gave names deſeriptive of their future for. 
5 W ns, Cain and Abel. Could this be 

| ; | without. a prophetic ſpirit? 5 


* 


Hom. iv. Sect. 71. peter ſays, ce 1. any one,” 
— a biſhop] | ce whis has what is ſufficient for 


_ his ſupport, 700 wages, this perſon ſells the 1 OY 
6 Word; but if he has not, though he ſhould receive 
food for his ſupport, he does not ſin: as even the 


* Lord, who had nothing, though he poſſeſſed all 
4 { things, accepted ſuppers from his friends 58 Mina, = 
reader, that this work formed, at one time, a pot- . 


| tion of che New Teſtament, and as ſuch was read i in - 
1 the; aſſemblies of Sons. We before ſaw. that 15 


ne. were n th he. 


phiolical Conſtitutioni OE” 


7 — ele — a and other e f 
9 0 the pious, which were intended for the 


. of the Wy but chiefly for the relief of the. 25 


b f | N ee Fi - * . 


— f 


* Bath) e ö N 
pig 500. | VVV 
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Hom. viii. Sect. 12 —18. ks informs us, that dæ- 
mons were the fouls of The giants, who were begot- | 
ten of women from the commerce of angels, but 2 5 
Who were drowned at the time of the univerſal flood. 
We are alſo informed, that theſe demons adhered to 
meat and drink, and that. exceſs in, either would furely 
| be attended with the getting a demon into our body + 
; but, to a certainty, the eating any thing offered to 


—— — 
2 


ä F, * 1 L 1 
. . — 8 2 . 8 F a 
| P 8 2 ha We" PEO * — tg — — 
— —̃ — El ͤwÄ— kk TT 
— * — —— . — Rn — p - * . | 
ee es  eariaeoe. ” — — . — "= 5 8 x — 
f - . a IND IF S ROI a” — ——_— 
: — 9 a 


r 


| dzmons: *, This i is a very different account from that 
; which Mr. Farmer has given of them, but which 3 
received by the philoſophical Unitarians, F 
Hom. xv. Sect. 8. We are here ſhewn 1 
Ouriians ſhould love their enemies and thoſe who | = 
; maltreated them: becauſe, that ſuch-trifling ufer. 
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ings i in this life s would ſave them from far Seater in 
another... Loring 4 oF torts FL ET. : 


Tbs SeQt- c 9. a are e n to have 
property is to bei in a ſtate of ſin. But to uſe Peter's . 
words: > Wag To al perſons poſſeions are fut to be de- 
1 prived of them by. any means whatever is the taking ” 
4. away of ſin.” This paſſage: ſtews, that Mr. Burke's = 


notion of the primitive Chriſtians 1 is far more juft 3 | 


3 Recog Ibn, + fect, 16, &c. 
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chat of bis 3 | opponent *, by who pretends ts 
| teach the layman, ee to be unverſed in theſe 
Ntudies, | TOMS 

- Hom. xvii. Sec. 7. 8. Peter maintains, | that God | 

had a form reſembling that of men; but, like the 5 
ſun wich its rays, may extend himſelf to infinity. f 
* Ib. Sect. 10. Peter affirme, that if God Has not 
a limited form, he cannot be been. This cannot be | 
conteſted ; 3 therefore if God be infinite, what Jeſus 55 
days, Matthew, chap. v. Bg are the humble, for 2 


thy Hall ſee Ged, muſt be allowed to be unfounded. ; 
Ihe duty of biſhops i is laid down i in the fixry«fourth. 


"i BeQion of the third Homily: | peter fays, ec Do . 
= you [biſhops] not | Ertainly know that you ought Fs 


« not to govern. 1 men as the governors of the Heathens, 


| « but as a ſervant to der unto them, as a father | 
Ds, cc to defend them when injured; ; 28 a phyſician to 
4: 86 viſit chem; as a ſhepherd to guard them : in Aa : 
f 4. word, to have all your thoughts employed to ſe- f l 3 


6e cure their ſalvation.” - Tam inclined to think that . 
our preſent nierarchy bears but a ſmall reſemblance 


to * e The reſemblance may, . be 5 


* 33 
way 
1 3 15 
* 


* 
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| thought ill leſs concerning did matters : for in | 
the ſixth Section of the twelfth Homily, Peter af- 
ſares Clemens, that he only eat bread and. olives, and 
7 rarely pot-herbs, and that he only 1 with 
regard to cloathing, a coat and a cloak. racy 
x Fr rom Sect. twenty-five to the end If this Homily, 5 
the qualities of philanthropy, or r benevolence (pore 
: rc, and compaſion (pu), are clearly and ele- 
gantly pointed out, and their effential differences Acs 


0 curately marked, The former | is laid down to be 


| the author makes to be a complex idea, comprehend - 
5 ing compaſſion, and a general love towards the ſpe= 
cies; but compaſſion to be only a diſagreeable ſenſa- 
tion, ariſing from the view of a ſuffering object. In 
univerſal propoſitions of this nature, there muſt be al- 
loved to de many exceptions, their being many wo- : 
7 men capable of the moſt exalted philanthropy. | But 
| in general, I apprehend, it muſt be allowed, chat 


. philanthropy, a8 here defined, is far more generally 5 


found in men than i in women; and that women are 
far more 8 than men. Mr. Ledyiard, who! 
was choſen by the Society of Gentlemen for making 


Ab - 3 E 2 55 diſcoveries : 


15 peculiar to men, the latter to women. The former 125 


5 Se 7 — X 
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though it is highly improbable that he ever ſaw this 
work : but his reflections were the reſult of expe- 


rience, which every man, much verſant | in the world, 


i muſt alſo have experienced. 


boys a are taken from tbe Judgment of Peter, 5 


Clementine Epitome. | 


| Sect. 34. Caschumene were not unn wo be 


preſent while the faithful were at prayer, My 
Sect. 1 52. We are informed of one 


beſide prayer at the nightly meetings of the Chri-. 
tians, followed her thither : : upon his entering the aſ- 
ſen:bly he is immediately deprived of the. uſe of his 
eyes and ears, to which he was not reſtored till, 
through the mediation of his wile the holy biſhop | 


fortunately died at Alexandria, bears teſtimony to 


the compaſſionate diſpoſition of women in all 'coun- 


id 


diſcoveries in the inland parts of Africa, but who un- 


* tries: the reader, who will compare what he ſays : 
vpon this ſubject, with what-is mentioned in the Cle- 
mentine Homilies, will perceive a very great affinity, I 


The thirteenth, fourteenth, aud. particularly the 
| nineteenth Sections glance at Paul's viſion, and per- 


ho, ſuſpecting that his wife had other objects in view 


1 

8. Clemens, the ſuſpected adulterer, came * * 
moved his misfortune. The end of this miracle was 
obvious. It would deter ſilly men from preſuming to 


ſatisfy themſelves concerning their wives infidelity. 
I We have i in this colleckion l Cotelerius, beſides 
| the works already noted, three other writings; namely, 
my an Epiſtle of Se, Peter to James biſhop of Jeruſalem, - 
the brother of our Lord—a Conteftatio of James—and | 
4 an Epiftle of Clemens Romanus to the Gaid James. 5 
Z The Epiftle of Pater was intended by the writer to be 
ſubjoined to the Preachings of Peter, and therefore we 
| may aſſign to it the ſame date as we have done with 
0 regard to the Preachings, namely, about the latter end 
of the third century. The object of chis letter is to 


entreat James e not to put into the hands of any 


40 one, whether a Hebrew or Heathen convert, his 


4 Preachings, left, through ignorance, or carnal con- 


* jectures (ves Twy ale 71 vox rex), they ſhould 
4 de drawn into error, and thus be the means of 

« leading others into the fue pit of perdition ; 3 in he 

ct manner as Mo ofes aid, who delivered the holy wri itings 


« to the ſroeny elders who received his church 3 Hence 


3 
* Numbers chap xi. 15 8 
Ws : =». 


* 
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we may fairly infer, that, according to Peter: and the. 

Chriſtians (and the reader will pleaſe to recollect this 
Epiſtle was ſubjoined to a writing which formerly 

0 belonged to the New Teſtament), the books of Moſes 

were not allowed to be generally i in the hands of the 


55 | Hebrews: By this means ignorant Chriſtians might 5 
be ealily impoſed. on by artful individuals : J for, when ; 
a Hebrew or a Jew would adduce i in favour of his ar- 


gument a ſection of the Bible ditferent from that re- 


/ ceived by the Chriſtians, theſe might anſwer, that 


perhaps it might be ſo in their copies; but the ſeftion, | 
in the true original, which Moſes had delivered: to the 
Seventy, arid agreeable to which, they would not fail 
to affirm their copy to be, was entirely in favour of 
the Chriſtian expoſition, which. their ignorant, ſot- 

tiſh followers, who held critical learning , in, con- 
7 tempt, would greedily ſwallow, 1 En ogy 
Upon the receipt of the letter, James Wa the 
En and acquaints them. of the nature of its, 
1 and ordains, that whatever, Preſbyter hereafter ſhould 
be entruſted with the ſacred writing (Peter $ Preach- 

. ings) ſhould, as it Was unlawful to ſwear, call. 6 the 


ce c heaven, the earth, and the water, in which all things 


oh 
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o 


6 are contained ; and moreover this- air, which per- 


8c vades every ching, and without which we ceaſe to 


$ live, to witneſs, that he will be obedient to him, 


* who gave him the Preachings of Peter; and that he 


0 00 will upon no account give them to another perſon: 


« that he will not cop them, nor give a copy of 


2 7 them, nor allow them to be copied, neither by 


6 himſelf, nor by any other, on account of any in⸗ 


be ducement, fraud, or contrivance : that he will not 


« negligently take care of them, or add any bang 


48 to chem, or adulterate hem, nor, upon any pro- 


.* text whatever, grant them to another, unleſs he 


2 ſhall find ſome - one worthy, as he himſelf Was 


4 « judged to be ſo, and ſhall approve him to be ſo 


0 ec by a trial of at leaſt ſix years : . then, if pious and 
te good, and ready to undertake the office of teacher, 
< he will deliver, chem as he received them, and he 

cc will do theſe things according to the judgment of 


$6 che biſhop.”. | Hence we, may infer, that when o 


5 many precautions were taken that theſe Preachings 


.of Peter, which- made a part of the New Teſt ament, 
ſhould not get into unhallowed hands, that equal pre- 
caution was taken with rogues: to the. others. This 


: 15 


will 


% 


* Fe 


ſeriptions, to the authentic copies of Sori pture at Co- 


rinrh, Philippi, Nc. for there were few who were 
11 truſted with — 0:01; do 


In the Epiſtle: of Clemeit Romanus „e u ne 


duty of a biſhop is thus briefly laid down: '« He 


* ought to live blameleſs, and to caſt from him with 


„ the greateſt care all wordly occupations: that he 
40 ſhould not be either a ſurety or an advo 


© give him cognieance of money tranfactions, or 
20 things pertaining to this life, left, that being de- 
ct tained by the preſent cares of mankind, he would 


« not have time, by means of the Won p or Tuurn, 


* to-ſeparate the good men from the wicked. But 
they indeed who have learned thoſe things would 


6. aſſiſt the others ( Ii invicem , and not witk⸗ . 
4 draw you from diſcourſes which are able to fave e 


40 from damnation. For as it would be finful i in yor 


„ having forſaken that which vou were ordered o 
© 6 do, to: attend to wordly cares: in like manner it 
45 * be a "fin in be, if he did not affiſt 


will account for Tertullian's referring, in his Pre- 


& nor 
* upon any account be implicated in wordly buſineſs : |: 
* for Chriſt intended not to appoint him a judge, or 


OS 


cc others. 9 
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2 e R bi invicem)in their worldly neceſ- 
. ities, And if they did not know this, they ſhould be 
Fe taught it by the deacons, that the biſhop might live 
6, « free from worldly cares, in order to have his 
6 thoughts fixed upon. the church alone, to enable 
e him to govern it with \ propriety, and deliver the 
46 words of Truth,” - 55 
Seck. 7. Preſbyters are W to marry ealy; 1 
5 "is the elderly not to remain unmarried. Clemens = 
tines, Hom. iii. 8. 68, preſcribe the fame. See p. 391. 5 
Seck. 18, All intercourſe with the perſons who - 
Were upon ill terms with the biſhop proſcribed, =_ 
This letter of Clemens mentions, Section 2, that 
8 Peter had given to him the power of binding and 
looſing ; ; which I apprehend will, together with Euſe- TRE 
= bius's ſilene concerning it, juſtify | me in en! its 
1 dats towards the latter end of the fourth century. - 
II hall here put an end to my obſervations on the . 
. os Apoſtglical Fathers, and thoſe ſpurious writings aſcribe N 
ed to Clemens Romanus. 1 had originally intended to 
haye purſued the ſubject through the Primitiye Fa- 
thers alſo 5 but as theſe ſheets have now arrived to the 
: toll Gra of a volume, I ſhall poſtpone to another pub- 
Fear II. „ F.- Jet 


8 U 40 1 
lication my thoughts on them, which will alſo con- 
tain what will particularly ſtrike me! in the peruſal . of 
| thi works of Joſephus and Philo J udezus ; 5 both of 
whom without any heſitation, I affirin to be only : 
ideal perſons ; and that the writings aſcribed to them, 
AY Obriſtian forgeries : but concerning their age, it 


is more than I ſhall promiſe I ſhall be adle to deter- | 


mine, not Having read theſe writings : but that they 
are forgeries I well know from the various citations . 


5 I have met with from n and how the manner in . 


which Photius and Suidas have ſpoken of them. Farther, 0 
5 I alſo affirm, and undertake to prove, beyond the power 5 
of contradiction upon any reaſonable ground, that no 1 
| fuch perſons as Juſtin Martyr or Irenæus, or Clemens 
e Alexandrinus, ever exiſted, and the other perſons 
A, uſually called Primitive Fathers and that the writings . 


1 


And to 


aſcribed to them are all Chriſtian forgeries. 
adduce a ſin gle argument which will be held equivalent 


a thunderbolt by thoſe acquainted with the: writings . 
of the Apoſtolical and Primitive Fathers, as evincing 
the f. puriouſneſs of then, E ſhall obſerve, that wats | 
J all theſe writings, there: are alluſions almoſt in 
"=> ny page to the Docete horely | ; ue” in the "REN, 


1 a uf . ” 2 * * o 
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or Hermas, and in che ſeven laſt books 4 the Recogni i- 


tions, Which 1 have ſhewn, I think, to be the Periados | 


of Origen, each of which conſiſts of many pages, nay 


; Ignatius, which are filled with alluſions to this hereſy, 


yet in cheſa writing there is no alluſion whatever to 


mw which: beyond a doubt evinces, that they. were com- 1 
E poſed before this. bereſy had ſprung up. F arther, . 
x though I have not read the works of Origen and Cy- 5 
5 prian, yet it impreſſed me- conſiderably when reading 
A Lardner $ Hiſtory of the, Heretics to find, that few or 


: no Paſſages at all were adduced from their writings con- 


TS cerning this hereſy ; $1 which, conſidering 1 their volumi- 


85 nouſneſs, muſt alſo appear very ſingular, had this be- 
. reſy, or any of the Gnoſtic bereſies, exiſted i in whale: time. 


nfeſs, that haying no ſaſpicion whatever of the 


Ko non-exiſtence of Tertullian, or that the writings aſerib- 
ed to him were ſpurious, | TI: was not as much, on the 
5 watch asT otherwiſe ſhould have been, had I ſuſpect- 


ed his writings to be apocryphal, 4. own, however, 


. I was much ſurprized at the ſameneſs of language for 


pages together, which 1 perceived in lrenæus and Ter- 


tullian; 4 and ſome of thoſe obſervations which Mr. 


„„ 3F.2 e 5 Semler 
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ner of that of Rome, which he could ſcarcely 'b 
; n - 


44] 
Semler had laid before the public ferenteen yours go 
decurred to me alſo, But the important diſcovery, - 
made by this gentlerhan le, that Tertullian, from y | 
intimate knowledge of the eireumſtances concerning * 
Marcion, muſt neceflarily have deen a Roman Preſbyter, : 
This beipgevident from his argun 


ments, and being le in 
direet oppoſition to the tradition of the Fathars, "who 
make him a Preſbyter of the Church of Carthage, and ; 


| niſhed from. that eity : for in this eaſe, had the Apel 5 
tolical Canon exiſted, which fordade the receiving 5 
, into other Chriſtian aſſemblies, without re- 

\datory . it bed deen e But 


ang fi pron waned with a an cms e 
i | 2 1 | 


jous praRtices at Rome, he bad deen bas : 


1 45 1 
poſition, have wade him 2 —— perſonage. 


When all this is donſidered, and that the wtitings % 
aſcribed to him were chiefly compoſed 'to confute the WE 
Praxean and Docete horeſies, which I will afirm were 
by the Sabellian and NM 8: J herefies a little 
 Urered; and that this/will appear evident from: the 
3 manner in which the Ancient Fathers ſpeak of theſe 
hereſies: Iſay then, when all this is properly weighed, 
me taller ſhould agree with me, that no ſuch perſon . 
ever exiſted as Tertullian; and that the | wtitings 
aſcribed to him, are fabrications ofthe RoquanChurchy 5 
towards the cloſe of the third century. wade 
| A orig mote tote 
to the Doeete hereſy in the writings of Origen and _ 
cee nor in the Shepherd or Herman nor in the P- 
mnades br Travels of Peter, is a farther proof that the 
Ee „ writings 3 
= | Dino i will bees, that ther being maaife 
| allufions/in-the Epiſtles of St. Paul, to ſay nothing 
| of thole allo ĩn the Goſpels, and the noni 1 Epiſ- 
tles o the Decere hereſy ; that I am. roduced-to the 
dilemma of ! either that paul was a Prophet, 


* . . 0 Fi | | DE | m— 


3 


3 


contrary” to'the expreſs teſtimony of Peter v, 


which 3 


would materially affect my ſyſtem ; or that the Epiſ- - 
: tles nn to him, were written After the time of 

55 Manes, « or at leaſt thoſe parts. of them which appa- 
A rently allude to the Docete hereſy Yo I would doubtleſs 
be reduced to. this delemma, could i it be proved, or, 1 
0 will allow, even rendered probable, that the Books of : 


the New Teſtament, as ey now appear, tad been. 
e even in the ſu ppoſed age of Tertullian. 
But the i ingenious and candid Mr. Semler has relieved 
me out of this difficulty, by evincing, that it is highly | 
probable, from the manner in which. Tertullian main» 

tains the Catholic cauſe againſt Praxeas, that he had 
never ſeen the writings of the New Teſtament... But | 


were e they publiſhed in his time, can we. ſuppoſe that : 
hes who was a Preſbyter, ag a moſt learned: Theolo- i 


Van, would not have a copy of them, but, inſtead of . 


reſorting to his own copy, ſhould refer to thoſe lepoſis 
ted at Rome, Corinth, &c. Nay, lam even inclined, for 
many reaſons, to think that before the council of Nice, 5 
nay, before the council of Conſtantinople, A. D. 3 1, 
* an even later, that the New Teſtament was 


* F ” Ke 
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not publiſhed in ſuch a manner as to be eaſily ob- 


oy by the Laity. But be this conjeure as it may, | 
Mr. Semler, who could have no idea of the uſe which 


: 1 hang made of his diſcovery of the late pablication N 
0 of dhe facred writings of the New Teſtament; 3 and 


4 my own ſyſtem, founded i in a great meakare, upon the 


$ 


N obvious ſpuriouſneſs of the Epiſtles of St. Paul, as evi- : 


> dently compoſed after the riſe of the Docete hereſy, 
1 the two facts mutually ſupporting each other, muſt in- | 
. dependently of every other argument, impreſs the 


; reader with the juſtneſs of both our opinions, as being 

N grounded upon reaſons, though e diſtinQ, ot 
which perfeAtly barmonize. „ | 
The reader will further recolle&, that i in the Conf: 
fatio of James, biſhop of Jeruſalem, the brother of Jeſus, 
that. Biſhops | and Preſbyters were forbidden, under 


__ the moſt ſolemn obligations, not to communicate the 


8 Gacred writings entruſted with them to any perſon for 


peruſal—nor to copy them themſelves—nor to allow | 
5 others to copy them. i This, independently of eicher 
Mr. Semler's argumente or mine, avigently evinces 
the non-pablication of the Sacred Writings when the | 
Guys was written ; ; Which, ift it relates only tothe 

g Periodis 


— 


t 1 1 
Ria or Tantal of Pa, "mult be towards the 
middle of the third century: But if it alludes to the 
1 Goſpel or Preachings wine or ee a 
un half a century later,” in 115 > bam 4 
Before 1 proceed to lay befors the readir Spas 
contuſions formed with the utmoſt impactialiey; of 
| which he will ſhortly have a moſt convincing — 
I ſhall make two or three obſervations ypon Biſhop 
. Horfley and Dr. Prieſtley; which, eonfidering the 
0 little eſteem in which I hold their theological writings, 
I hould be forry be would lay down my book, with | 
an idea that I had failed even an iota of the juſtneſs | 
Ly of f my ſeitiment upon, this head, n 1 TE now 
In the 60566 — the ſecond b book of his „ 


3 


toy of Opinions, page 101, the Door informs us, that 5 
dee held the Son, or Goa · Word, ao be iö,jjẽ/ ö 


from the Father; and to ſhew he and rf 


"+ hehis put it in Italles. Inthe lame ſedtion, girly the „ 
opinion of Euſebius, biſhop of Caſarea, upon the ſame » 
point, he ſays, chat Euſebius held bim to be a di fin / 


"Rm vol. ii. page 70. I therefore believe it WII 


. admitted we theingeniousDoforhimlall that ſub - 


Roto | N ſiſt n 
. „ i e cies | 
: 2 _— | | i 
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Gſtencies ginn, muſt be divided, the reverſe of which. 
| was afſerted by Athenagoras : therefore the middle 
of this ſoction oontradicts the beginning and end: for 
in the middle he gives the ſentiment of this Euſebius, 
4 whom this very paſſage evinees to be an Arian; but 
in the beginning and end of it, he gives the ſentiments. 
of the Catholics, who held that the ſubſiſtence of the | 
Son, or God-Word, was not divided from the ſubſiſt- 
; ence of the Father. This remark farther evinces that | 
| the learned Doctor does not know an Arien ſentiment, 
when clearly laid before him; for otherwiſe he would | 
not have adyanced that Euſebius was orthodox: but 
5 the truth i is, that the Doctor does not know in what 25 
conſiſted either Catholiciſm, „or drianiſm. Nay he does 
not ſeem to know, that Cyril of Jeruſalem Was, though 


a profeſling Catholic, i in heart an Arian: : and to his = 
| e, is to be rmpured t the en be- 


Ap 


. 9 
But what is realy. yery y ſingular is that 1 Dr. 
Prieſtley, nor Biſhop Horley, as I ſhall immediately 


*." 4+ >, 
=- x Lay 


matizing ſpirit of the two "70 to bas even as well 
Paar II. $: | IG informed 


ſhew, nor Mr. Gibbon ſeem, notwithſtanding the dog-. 


. 


5 2 of. Opinions, to thoſe acquainted with the Greek 
2 and 1 Latin languages, i is a very uſeful. performance; as 


4¹⁰ 1 


informed pins Wer. an controverſy, as ik com: 
piler of. the, article Neſtorius in the Diionaire Hi a 
dem gue and that Mr. Gibbon does not ſeem to know, 


no more than theſe two learned Divines, that Dupift 


| near a century ago, recanted what he had advanced 
, paneerning the Neſtorian hereſy being only a 4 7 


of words, in rs of the animadverſions of the 
Abbe Pluquet. ( a oe 2 Yed 


To conclude, for the 88 ub . De. ts Hig 


1 ; containing. a great number of very curious paſſages 
5 from che Fathers, upon the moſt important ſubjeQs. | 
| But thoſe readers who do not underſtand the dead 1: lan- 
guages mould, unleſs they chooſe to fil their heads 


with chimeras, not read it: 1 the expoſitions of the 


cited paſſages being very 44. accurate—iometimes 
1 giving a meaning very different from that of the vritet 
E —nay ſometimes the very oppolite, © 'T call hays | 
. occaſion in my progreſs to give a few inſtances on this 
5 head; and am now ready fo fatiafy the Doctor, o or any 
of his friends, of of the  Juſineſs 0 of Fan cenſiie: 4 : but, as it 
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n be admitted, they will beſt e obſer | 
vat ions on the miſ-expounded authour. in 
There are two obvious cauſes for the — miſs | 
takes," F irt, his ſuppoſing that Jeſus was the Ohriſt „ 
pected by the Hebrew nation the ſecond is, his i ima 
| gininigothat becauſe the wiſdom of God, or the God- 
Word, is ſaid to have been per onified ; that cherefore 
5 it vas held by the ancient Catholics to hayę been dis- 
 Joined-from.the Father :.whereas their idea was, tha 
chough it wðas perfanifind, yet that it vas not disjoined | 
'from'the-Fath r. no, nor that it was joined neither; 
this being the opinion of the Doctors favourite, Mar- 
cellus, the Unitarian, as he calls him, whoſe . g 
ought therefore to be held right by the Doctor: and 
as whe it ſhould not ſtartle him that'a thing might ' 


pero. Wo ee 139,361 MM, ab thats 8 THe hd. 4 
The Catholic faith-- was a n man which lay 
nne e midway of tuo extremes: namely, of 
| theArianjhoreſy,which ſeparated the Divine ſubſiſten- 
* cies of the Fath. r, and Son, and Holy Spirit; and of 
the Sabellian, or Marcellian hereſy, which Joined they 
dad thug, Ktn. it is fridente * W inſt the 
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f n, mean the Gos 


— Mw 1 - 
— Lpadd maintain three diſtin fabhlioticies 

in the Divine nature; and againſt the former, that 
theſe three ſubſiſtencies (hypoſtaſes) formed only one 
= a term of the ſame import, exeppt.on: the 2 
Saen, as hypoſtaſis or ſubſiſtence. *Y 
To. Proceed to Biſhop Horſſey. His i Lua 
ene, *. argues that en was unfounded. 


| Logos | and. Wiſdom. 10 bo gn 
s Pellations of the ume perſon. · His Lordſh 

elegantly ond more hgresably, thus expound 
dage- It was to no other perſon that be faid * 
. male, than to his own Word, and to bis own Wib 
6 dom; and inſiſts, that his own Ward, and hir vom. - 
uud or Son, and the Holy 
. Spirit: which _— and comment Dr. Prieſtley 5 
has! | wed „ Thoſe two. learned I Divines being | 
8 eee upon chis hend, and as I have . 

e profeſſed that I am an wolettered Jay an, £ 
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mult therefore recur to authority before I —— 
' that the reader would attend to any arguments founded 
upon the reaſon of the thing, | in oppoſition to theſe yery 
| learned Divines, one of whom has acknowledged the 
| ertor or ek kin e and admits $ of the comment of 
But aus, 1 voy e ak Biſbop ad 
2 io My: ord, was Menard & learned man? 
0 You will not deny, I truſt, that he was © e of the moſt 
Learned writers of the laſt century, which, not Inte 
\the preſent ignorant age, abounded with learned men 
5 My Lord, was Cotelerins a learned man? Your Lord- | 
dn very wen knows, that he was a mot learned man. | 
NI rd, was Le Clere a learned man? Perhaps this 
you may deny: his being inclined to human, and 
being a l rarch an, two errors, I apprehend, of 
the blarkeſt die in your Lordſhip's opinion, might ren 

Ader you backwar nn your ſuffrage to his learn- 
1 Jenedictme editors of Juſtin Mart 1. 
wy Lord, learned men ? Your Lordſhip knows, that 
itor, and a moſt learned writer, areas 

| necelſaily connefted as ſnow and whiteneſs, Now, my 
. the perſons! here ment ioned, who ware got V 


Words, natnely, chat the Word and Wiſdom: were on? 


ſuperior: to 50h my Fan and Dr. Priefloy,” but 
75 even to all Britain intheological — 
only. one ſentimeht concerning the import of theſe 


two appellations of the Son: and that, the latter did 
: not at all apply to the Holy Spirit. ——— 
tender it tbus: Nemini autem! dieit Vasia, niſi 
verbo bete Hb. ii. n 41 poi»: op 


« o Greek language,.may deſpiſe. alway... 
| Jugs of learned Catholics. However, to Obyiste a 


0 fi 5 a Kahane doe Ae tent 


n= ol Sensi! 188 l B PoTNe Andes Ni 18382 
en No ſuppoſes that God here fyoke tothe Sonu 


TN aw oe ge 
is fon; bar Gigs, win ming when | * "cod Lint 
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| nean. i een n diſcourry re ervel 
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I „ 
The reader will find all theſe paſſages in note 68, p. 60g 


vol. 1 of Le Clerc's ed. of the Pat. Apoſtoliei. I pro- 


0 ceed to conſider the reaſon of the thing. e 
II Wiſdom i is the proper appellation of the Holy! 89 pirit, 


Ore ad his Lordſhip contends, and in ſupport of which no- 
- tion he has dared to cite Tatian +, lrenæus, and Origen, . 
. but with what ſucceſs is left to the reader, it will of ; 
+ Tourſe follow, that where Scripture ſays, That Wiſdam / 


bath Bilan os eue, a vlt 2 1 it was dhe n 1 


* IS: 2a 2 ? 


95 genen 0 _ the Holy Spirit were 3 1 Fane this . 2s 4 2 
5 vouring both ; t but he nor no other of the Fathers could ever dream of 


ation of the Holy Spirit. "The con- 


interpreting Wiſdom as an ap} 


1 trary interpretation, of its being oaly applicabla to the San, had been, 

eſtabliſhed by the Unanimous concurrence of all. the Fathers who' had 
- touched/upon this ſubject.  Irengrus, ſuppoſing that God: ſpoke to the 
Sn and Holy Spirit 1 in this paſſage, evinces, that his writings were hers. 
wy interpolated : ſuch 2 notion not having been advanced till the divi. 
1 nity of che Holy Spirit had Been Nn as: OO towards 
| me middle of e, 4 1 bs £6 V 


Ls + If your Lordſhip ſhould take any notice of theſe Sende, 1 thall 
be obliged to your Lordſhip to point out the ſection i in Tatian's writs. 


i ings in which he mentions this paitage; ; for though they are very ſhort, 


1 have wn nas: fortunate 8s to caſt my eye on it: and from the 


ſlence of the learned writers about Tatian, whom I have Juſt men- 


| tioned, I am inclined to think they were equally unſucceſsful, Perhaps 


the RO reſerved! t to reward U nn 18 watchfulneſs,” | 


| , , 57 
Pe 5 Spun 


N 


n _ 
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- 


0 


75 


e 


5 the Trinity incarnated 111 


ih, recommended a courſe of ſtudy for the novitiates of your 
1 erdir: after firſt mentioning Biſhop Bull, in whom you 


4 4¹⁶ 1 
| Spiffe-which builded for herſelf houſe, that is, was = 
incarnated; for tllis is the meaning of the phraſe : ſo i 
then, according to his A there wore two of = 


fallen Britain! e 


=» 1 muſt obſerve here, that our Westie of this 12 | 
1 in the Bible, does not accord with the Septuagint 


a * which is ſupported. by the Apoſtolical Cruſt | 
tutions, Ly. c. 20. the interpolated epiſtle of 
| Ignatius, ſee ect. 2+ To the Phil, idem, ſect. 2.—The 
Paris Bible er with theſe Fathers, | wm TS 


am fare is n over a — extent of 
country, and whoſe opinions have great weight with 


dhe learned, 1 ſhould rather fay the unlearned clergy 
_ of the Church of England, has, among other matters, 


E « They will find an exact and critical detail of 
« the opinions of the F. athers of the three firſt cen- 


5 4c turies.“ Permit W my Lord, to doubt the juſt» 
| neſs of this Ee, it being feacely n that 


45 < 


were 


't 4 4 


were there that cob and critical detail of the vie of 
"the Fathers of the three firſt, centuries, but that your Lord- 
ſhip would have profited ſome what by the lection of a a 


work which ſtands ſo high in pour Lordſhip? 8 eſtimation. 
For with regard to your Lordſhip, I will undertake 
to fay, that not only with regard to the « opinions of = 
the Fathers for the three firſt centuries, but alſo for | 


twice three afterwards, 1 that Fe Lordſhix p is a perfect 
| Aranger. | , 1 7 


4 


Vour Lordſhip, aftet Biſhop Biill's writings on the 


ſobject' of the Trinity, recommends the original bi 


: rians, E uſebius, Socrates, Cozomen, and Theoderet. This 


is truly curious, having proved your Lordfhip a Sa- 


pbellian for j Joining the ſubſiſtencies , that che firſt 
Vriter you recommend ſhould be an Arian, or one who 
” fe eparated the fublifiencies : but what i is ſtill more curi- 


| ous] is, that your two next hiſtorians ſhould beCatholics, 


or Homooufaſts, who neither joined the Uivine lab. | 
1 Nene les rogether, nor ſtarated them, N 80 then " my oy 


Lord, you recommend to the noviciate clergy three 


| | authors, who teach a different doctrine from that 


"ol which Tu ene me This c truly mag- BS 
wo d | Ii, g 


1 


3 


"Pati u. putts 3A + OY 


t 48 1 
; | nanimons, . 1 doubt, however, many will condemn. . 


it as imprudent. But Biſhop Bull, perhaps, in his. ö i 
| Loxdſhip 8 idea, would be an antidote againſt their ; | 


poiſon. Vour next hiſtorian is Theodoret. What, 
my Lord, recommend Theodoret $ writings, which 
were condemned, and Juſtly, condemned by che fifth 


85 
| general: council, for teachin g dodtrines Shale of the + 
union according to, the Jubſ nes. 3 


— k * 
4 
IX: 


My Lord, your being a pillar, ; and A chief pillar of the 5 26 


Feel hierarchy, I beg your : attention here to the ſe- BY 
cond of the thirty-nine Articles of the Church of Eng- : E 
land. 1 am ſatisfied your Lordſhip has this article, as 5 
well as every other of them, deeply impreſſed on your 


memory : but as ignorant laymen, for whom I only Ts 
write, are not much verſant on ſubjects of this nature, OE RO 
| and that a common prayer-book i is not now tobe met 1 5 
5 0 with i in every family, 1 dall therefore, for the con- | | 
| venience. of thoſe. of my readers who have not one, wy 
| give it as 1 find it publiſhed by Eyre and Strahan, | 15 
po Printers to His Majeſty, anno 17% . 9 
00 The, Son of God, which i is the Word oft the - Father, 5 
CR | « begotten from everlaſling of the Father, the very and | i 
1 60 eternal God, of one  ſubſance with the F ather, took 5 2 


8 


VVV „ 8 7; 1 mata NE 
/ < g PH # | | 
1 ; 4 : i 1 : 


1 


be: could give birth, 8 i Rs 
at's 2 - 


8 419 * 


| er man's nature in the womb of the bleſſed Virgin, of 
ce her ſubſtance: fo that two whole and perfect natures, a 
« that i is to ſay, the Godhead and manhood, were Joined 5 
« together i in one perſon, never to be divided, whereof is 
cc one Chrift, very God and very man; who truly ſuf- | 
66 fered, was crucified, lead, and buried, to reconcile A 
« his Father to us, and to be a ſacrifice, not only for 4: 
« original guilt, but. alſo for actual ſins of men.“ : Vour bk 
#1 \ Lordſhip has ſubſcribed theſe articles ex animo: 1 wiſh, 
therefore, to know what induced you to recommend 
. dhe writings: of Theodoret, which deny that the God- , 


head and manhood were joined together” in ONE PERSON, | 


Shall I impute it to your. ignorance; or to your depend. 


: * upon Mr. Gibbon's judgment, who thinks that the 
5 Neftorian bergf did not differ from 1 and that 


1 was a merely verbal diſpute. 
The learned reader will Wan perceive, that the 


drawers up of this article far exceeded the modern - 
F Proteſtant Engliſh divines in theological knowledge: 
though theſe have the preſumption to be daily ſtunning 
the, ears of the public with expoſitions and commen- | 


| taries, to which nothing but ""__ ignorance 0 or pro» 
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- natius to the Philadelphians, that * was unfounded 
' "Ma making this concluſion, | What led me to 


ul. now rec to rate out my own errors: for to 


5 0 0 that an unlettered layman ſhould not have made 8 ' 


miſtakes, would be quite unreaſonable, conſidering | 


2 — — — — 


the numbers of errors with which the writings of 


thoſe learned divines, whom F have Ry animad- 


2 vented upon, abound. 


My firſt and ict error 1 apprehetd, was my. a | 
dps that the Ebionites were not Chriſtians, 0 
This 1 inferred. from not having perceived in Dr. 
en $ writings any paſſage from the. Fathers ER 
Which expreſsly aſſerted it. For though it is clearly __ 

| deducible from the paſſage cited from Origen [See 5 
Prel. Diſq. p. 4. note], yet hearing much of the 5 
ancient Fathers being greatly interpolated, (which 

1 belieye only to be the caſe | in regard of thoſe ſpurious | 
writings aſcribed to real or fictitious perſons), I was 
ſatisfied that 96 W as the Chrift i in that paſſage was 9 
an interpolation : however, few ſheets of this Second Th 
Part had been printed off till T was convinced, fro: } 
my own perufal of the interpolated Epiſtle of Tg- 4 


make this falſe  inferencs ah; that I could x not con- 


- contemprugu w 


1 4 


1 5 contemþtucus appellation to believing! Hhbrows, who! 


held the ſame opinions as themſelves: in this 1 Was | 
$5 right. But this nickname was given by the Catholics 7 
to thoſe of the Gentile Fews who believed Jeſus to be 
. the! Chrift, and only a mere man: for no Hebrew ever 
believed Jeſus to be the Chriſt, and for which we | have 
the unanimous teſtimony of all the F athers, in the moſt 


1 expreſs terms: therefore the 'Ebionzans muſt all have 


b been of Gentile ee as 85 en ow 


neee 0:7 od nf ont, 16 — 


ing Wen de des wins; de Mad s 
5 of people called by one appellation, namely Jews; to 5 
wit, the unbelicving Hebrews, who held Jeſus' to have 


LY been an impoſtor; the believing Hebrews who held him 


to haue been an honeſt man, but not the Meffah, 
and who were alſo called Nazarenes—and the believing 
Gentiles, who held the fame opinion as the Nazarenes 


x I ſhall now lay before the reader a literal tranſlation of ” 


che beginning of the ſecond book: of Origen againſt 
8 Celſus. We know from Theodoret [Hzr. fab. lib. its 
g. 2. J, that Origen wrote againſt the Nazarenes : and 


chat Celſus's Jew was à Nazarene, will. clearly appear 5 


from this paſſage 5 and was the . whom 
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; | e As the tr fas of Jy recom men- 


There being ſeveral editions of this treatiſe, I ſhall omit 
che Greek text, the material part of which will be 


found. at page 4 of the Preliminary Diſquiſition: the 
_ Expoſition of which, the reader is requeſted to correct 


Z  ogrecably to the preſent one, in which he will-perceive, | 
dat I am niaterially affiſted by the learned Benedictine 
= editors. Origen ſays, In the firſt book of our anfiver 


„ ek to Jeſus, and which! having come! te 
3 4 proper fine, we have determined to ſybjoin this, 
in wich we have repelled the accuſations brought 


Y bim-againſt thoſe of the people. of the Jews 


_—_ [Hebrews]; who believe in Jeſus. And firſt we are 
5 n ſurprized at this, why Celſus, when he reſolved to in- 


WW: * traduce feigned perſons, did not rather introduce his 
v jeu {Nararene] ſpeaking to thoſe of the Gentiles 
1 a, than to thoſe of the Jews I Hebrew, 

5 8 4 Nazarenes]. | Tung... 
BY * have appeared much e But, perhaps | 


4 ' . 0 ; J ; « that 
4 >» 8 


1 - 


OW AY een O41 NNN tf ri GRE.” "4, 3 


6 what Celſus has inſoribed the 'True Word, whiich | 
ends where. the feigned perſon of the Jew "ceaſes 


1 423, 4 
e that he, who boaſts of knowing every thing, aid not 1 
1 know what he ſhould make his feigned perſons fay. 


cc agreeable, to their character in this place. Let us | 


ce conſider then what he fays to thoſe of the Jews [He- . 


5 cc brews, N lazarenes! who believed. He ſays, that they g ; ; 

. having forſaken their national. Law, being cajoled by 
8 « Jeſus, and very ridiculouſly deceived, deſerted, to another : 
. 4. name, and another mode of living. But he did not know, af 

: « that they of the Jews [Hebrews, Nazarenes] who S 5 
| « believe, i in Jeſus, haye not forſaken. t their national | 
N 0 bw: : For they | live according ba: it; ' ; haying got, an 
ce « appellation agreeable to the 1 ignification of the law, 5 | 
. interpreted according to the letter or the poverty®, But 5 


_ with the Jews[Gentile Jews]1 Ebion alſo is called 2 


T6 poor man; ;. and they of the Jews {Gentile Jews} . 


1 who have received Jeſus + as the Chriſt, are nick- | 
named Ebionzans,”. a8 being followers of the ſtoic REN 
philoſopher. Ebion;. who, according to Marius | 


+ Mercator, and Primaſius, che author of Pro. 


* : 


= 'The June" were literal . and therefore week not figma- IP 
tize by an appellation the Ebionzans, who, like themſelves, were literal 
| expounders: : therefore the Hebrew Jews, or believers, were called | 
Ebionæans, if this be the term * alludes to, by the Chriltizns, for 
weigh literal enden, „ 


5 | de 


—_— . 


4 444 bg 
deftinatus © *, wk, that J, the Chriſt, wat a 
4 


common man. oY 10 
N Tbe follow ing be frown the interpolated bunte 


of Ignatius to the Philadelphians, ſection Hnth, im- | 
wee convinced me of the true diſtinction be- 
, tween the Jews and Ebionites ; ; which will bendes 
” hw the propriety of what 1 bare put into 


92 erotchets, to elucidatethe paſſage from Origen : Bar- 1 
nabas ſays, & If any one ſhould preach, that the God 
T of the Law and the Prophets to be one, but mould 7 
« « deny that Ghrift was. to be the Son of God, he i is a 
ce liar, as well as his father the devil: and ſuch an 
4 one is a \Pleudo-Jew, of the earthly Eircutefion,” 
bier! is, he was an unbelieving Hebrew] . If any one 
cc mould confeſs Jeſus Chrift to be Lord ot Maſter 
4 ufo, but ſhould deny the God of the Jas and the 
* « Prophets; faying, that the Maker of the he jeayen and 5 


ce the earth was not to be the Father of the 2hri 


c ſuch an one Randeth not in the truth, in like man- 

66 ner as his father the devil : and ſuch a an one is the 
« "gs" of Simon the Migician, and not of the 
6 Holy Spirit.“ Licon we know was A Je Jew, and | 
ade Jeſus only (See p· 387); therefore this perſon 


3 see Preface. | > EE ns 
wor 


* 


* 


EE, 4, . 
was a Nazarene.) . * If any one indeed-ſhould ſay. there 
eis one God, and confeſs Jeſus alſo to be. the Chriſt, 
< but. ſhould think the Lord: or Maſter (ue) to be a 
E,mere man, and not the only begotten God, and Wiſe. 
« r d and God - Word * but ſhould think that he only, 

« conſiſted, of ſoul and body: ſuch. an one is a ſer- 
0 bent, preaching fraud and deceit, for the perdition 
« « of, men: and ſuch an one is defective i in underſtand- ; 
Ging, as Ebion is called,” When theſe pallages are 
| conſidered, together with the. many others ſeattered 


| throughout this work, there can remain no doubt 


k * 


ng the true diſtinction between the unbeliev- 


2 . ” 
** * 


ing Hebrews, the belieying Jews, 4 and Edionites. 
That the believing Jews were che genuine diſciples . of 
Jus, and perhaps.derived their. appellation from. him, 1 


tin ; cannot be diſputed that the Ebionzean dect were 
"the. precurſors of the. Catholics is hi 80% probable. 


| i is heretical ; ; it $ Ghouls be _ Gen. See Semler“ 5 Di. in Tert. v. 6. 
e 7. 233. | . 8 5 ü 
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Ti Chinon 11176“ at their bigh-flyig 
Adder of Jeſs Thefr Chriſt, being the Sen of God, 
eee o ider, thby- then began to eee 

| by*the" epithet of Ebjoti#tin, | 

| Aguiting poverty; if taken from the Hebrew tortgue; we 
acbunt of their being liert expounders of the Here? | ” 
kt, or expountding it according to the poreny. A 
other times they ſuppoſed that Uſecy obeained this appel⸗- 
| lition from a Stoke Philofopher; RE Kbit, ü- b 
ieh perfort bad eber exiſted, 410 avi the — 
Sm delievers having deen chits" dſtiagiſiod/"bY 
Genteite Chriſti dine from 4 term of the g 
of aer the genetalicy of ies knew n 
Relics 5h - af eigen due Rin nies TY 5 2 
 ricknanie,” The Ebionzeans,' beſides, holding a 66rd. | 
belief, and frequenting ts Chriſtian places of 
worſhip which believing Jewshevet did, farther erinees 
their being the precurſors of the Chriſtians. 
Another appellation. of the Jews w. Gh 
6 Chriſt killers; ; for inſtance; fuck as beiteten © "him 


"4. ff 


* be a mere man, and not the Meſſiah. The Ebio- 
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. 427. * 
nites, who 1 him to bs the Median or Chriſt, 
held him to be ſomething more than a mere man, and 


cherefore the appellation of Chriſticide, does not apply to 
| them, Ebionites, who are particularly diſtinguiſhed from 
the beheving Jews by this writer, as we haye Joſt ſeen. 

To diſcoyer the general opinions of theſe firſt, and 


of courſe, . true believers in Jeſus, attention ſhould. 

be paid to the treatiſe of Origen againſt Cellus, but 3 

eee to Celſus: $ objeRions in the firſt books 
as it may | be preſumed, from Origen's taxing him = 

a a breach of the Proſopoperia, or decorum of character, 1 

9 in the beginning of the ſecond, that till then, Celſus's s 
Nazarene ſpoke agreeably to the character of ſuch an 
one. Aldo to Juſtin Martyr 8 Dialogue with Trypho the 


| Jew—and to what Irenzus has advanced againſt the 


= who were, according to Theodoret, Nazarenes. 


What I have advanced! in the firſt Part concerning che 


Na azarenes and Ebionites, being only. two appellations 
of the ſame ſect, is groundleſs; which, however, by no 
means affects the juſtneſs of my charge of perverſion. | 
| | againſt the late Mr. Badcock's "reprſentation of = | 
rome's letter, Part firſt, page 200. HS 
| Haying « at Aft diſcovered the true appellation of 
"Py" eee 


A 


. 46 } 
thoſe betievers in Joſus, who held that he was onlya. 1 
mere man, and not at all the Meſſiah, or Chriſt : : in | 
order to make out to the ſatisfaction of my reader, 
that fuch believers were his genuine, unſophiſticated 
x: followers, three things 1 apprehend are neceſſary to 
be ſhewn ; and' before which a rational man ſhould 


| entertain his doubts. The feſt is to evince by un- GEE 


5 doubted teſtimony, that they were the moſt ancient 
believers in Jefus: ; and that the other ſects: were eſebiſmatici : 
from them in the firſt inſtance, though theſe afterwards = 

” might have ſplit into other ſchiſms among themſelves. 1 
. Secondly, That the Jews conſtituted the majority of the 
believers | in Jeſus, not only. from the very firſt, , which - 
; would ſuffice for my argument, but alſo for ſeveral 
5 ecnturies after. If hoth theſe points can be evinced, 
5 methinks, he will ber more than a rational ſceptic, who 
will entertain any dubiety upon the point in queſtion, 5 
But! I by n no means infer from this, that 3 rational 
ſeeptie ſhould not farther demand, abſtractedly ofa 
luck perfeRtly agreeable to the moſt cultivated human | 
/ Wini, and within the reach of all mankin, two fine 


1 9 gua non in my apprehenſion, the moſt cogent 1 reaſons 5 


| to believe that Jenn was a divine Neſſenger, or na 


A 
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lmpoſter. . this laſt point, before the pub · 
Hication of my Harmony of the Goſpels, I ſhall not ſay; 
that I ſhall be able to adduee arguments ſufficiently 
; Eogent to ſatisfy him: though I am myſelf ſatisfied . 
that he was not an impoſtor. But 1 in regard of the 
two others, I think I ſhall ſatisfy him. Though my 
reader can have no doubt, that a ſubſequent volume; | 
tontaining obſervations on the Primitive Fathers, and 
| Origen, Joſephus, and Philo the. Jew, and perhaps 
forme of the Heathen writers of the firſt and ſecond | 


centuries, will afford farther arguments in fu pport 

of them, if what I ſhall now fay be well founded, 
That the firſt appellation of the followers of Jeſus 
2 Jews, | is evinced from the acknowledgment of Pe- 
5 ter, in the forty-ninth ſeQion of the third book of the 


| Recognitions, that Binden the magician was one of 
„ the diſciples of John the Baptiſt; and that he preached 


5 Jefus before himſelf, Farther, that he had fuccreded Ea : 


Doſitheus, another of John's 8 diſciples, Now, that 
| theſe two perſons were not Gnoftics according to 
what Epiphanius and other Chriſtians report, is evi- 
dent from the expreſs teſtimonies of Firmilian and 
Cyprian, ſo frequently referred to: and, in  confirma- 

tion 


„ 

tion of their telling, we do not gad any alluſion 
to the Gnoſtic hereſy, either i in the Shepherd or Her- 
nan or in the Travels of Peter, or the ſeven laſt 

books of the Recognitions ; ; Which cannot otherwiſe be 
- accounted for, conſidering the length of theſe works, | 
= then by admitting that this hereſy exiſted in no fürm 

1 the time when theſe writings were. publiſhed, , For, 
axis well known to che learned, and of which I barg 
adduced inſtances myſelf, there is no writing aſcribed 
to, the ls? Fathers, howeyer . which is 


Lb < SS 4 


; Ne a which I 1 dan ale evince in Fe of the primitive 
Fathers alſo, or. thoſe. who are ſuppoſed, to have 
flowyiſhed in the ſecond Wh 5 but whoſe writings, 


a handy, evince t than. to , be + protucions of of we 
latter end of the third century. We Nor eel 

Me ther, Epiphanius and the later Fathers make 
85 : Simon the Magician to be the propounder of the 


Gnoſtic hereſy : | how comes it then, that i in the / Pe- 


. IB) 


rode, a work. cited by. Qrigen, and which.o muſt haye 
: been well known to Chriſtian eccleſiaſticy and which 
; ; was N uy in the roogragations of the faithful up- 
| - „„ e wards 


. R | > 


tion concerning Chrift 2 On the contrary, he ſays, he 
E preached Jeſus *. v; The learned know what that 
means; that is, that he denied he was the God-Word, 
or Meſſiah, Hence it follows, that the extravagant 


2 
4 
' 4 


LEE: 


wards of a century before Epiphanius, peter does 


not charge Simon with the Gnoſtic extravagant no- 


h notions of Manes, perhaps greatly exaggerated (but 
N of this another time), were imputed to thoſe feigned 
'y perfonages, ſuch as Simon che Magician, Doſitheus, 
Ptolomeus (for ſuch 1 preſume they were) whom the 
Chriſtians had Before held forth as the propounders of | 
2 ſyſtem the direct oppoſite; that is, that Jefus was 


a only a mere man: _ whereas the Gnoſtics held, that 


Chriſt \ was all God. Moreover, Simon taught, as 


thing ſelf evident, one almighty and all-perſect * t. 


My ſecond argument, in proof that Fews was the 


original appellation of the followers of Jeſus, i is, that 


: the Fathers themſelves acknowledge that the Ebionites 


exiſted in the Apoſtolic ages who are ſaid to be Jews. 
This evinees they were ſchiſmatic Jews, or Jews who Rn 


entertained wei notions, not acknowledged by ̃ 


/ 


0 Rec. x, ©. Hom, xi. « 35) | whence xt aha Ins Ye K. 


s. 


7 
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thoſe from whom they had 4 Thus we r 

the Quakers are Proteſtants, having ſome common 
15 notions; ; but which phraſeology infers that Protgfants 


; iſo exiſted before Quakerifm. Mg 
| Thirdly, That Jews was the origital appellation of 3 
the followers of Jeſus, is farther evinced OW. the 5 
Chriſtians themſelyes having been ſo called. Upon „ 
this head, independently of the teſtimony of all anti- e 
bo quity, we have that of the New Teſtament, Nay; 
| A LOTS that they were ſo diſtinguiſhed, after they had taken 
4 93 up the fooliſh notion of Jeſus having been the Chriſt Y 
| or Meſiah, muſt be admitted from the perpetual dil. 
| puts which ſubſiſted among the Jews, for which rea · f 
fon it is mentioned by Suetonius they were baniſhed 8 
from Rome i in the reign of Claudius. But it does not 5 
2 | appear that among the Jews who believed Jeſus to be 
1 g mere man there were any diſputes ; no, nor among 5 
„ the unbelieving Hebrews. But that between the N 
1 Jews who believed Jeſus to be a mere man, and bes : 
1 55 tween Chriſtians, there exiſted an antipathy far en- 0 
ceeding that which prevailed between theſe latter and 
' the unbelieying Hebrews, appears from the paſſage 75 
Stel, . 3325 fi from Ignative : and that theſe Tous 
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were not Hebrews is evinced from the ſame pallage, 


b which affirms they were not circumciſed. | 
That. Hebrews ſhould have been of this turbulent 
diſpoſition, which we find to have been ingrained in 


: the Jews. for centuries, and never having. been fo cha- ; 


1 racterized either before or ſince, would evince two | | 


x changes i in their moral character, Which, without to 


; miracles, could not happen. Moreover, it 18 not to 5 


Mi be imagined that Hebrews would be allowed, who were 
4 always a people extremely odious to other nations, but 
ticularly: ſo to the populace, to commit thoſe diſ- 
: orders which we are aſſured the Jews, gave riſe to in 


W che Roman empire for centuries. But, it having been 


evinced that Gentile believers i in the mere man Jeſus 


; were. called Jews, it behoved government what ſteps 
it ſhould. take, where ſo many of their natural. born 


: Lubjedts, Roman citizens, would be implicated with 
| their relations and connections. „ 
That the Jews were far more numerous than the 
7 Chriſtians is evident from. the following paſſage from 
7 the Benedictine edition of Juſtin Martyr ; ; which i is ſo | 
; very important chat I ſhall give it in the original—as iS 
: rendered by the BenediQtine editor—and + a Flr tranils- * 
"Par —© 3 Kk 


b. . . 3 Ge GO” 


t * 1 
0 Te ts the firſt of one vöndted and forry-fix 
| 8 . queſtions, or aftfculties, propofel to the Orthodox or 
NO Catholics, With tHetr ſolutio h. It is perh nn 
of bout the middle of the fourth century. Eo: 
E T alan Ha dachi. Abe [1 eie, "ws are un apts | 
N wi) d. ro, ff al. Ws fin abt uren · 0¹ E ofOox 
ib land. Se whidellig, ro Ewu, Tu & Loder, wy ee, 
e vr wiper, a 1&1 ar filo reyftaueu, a novuig* a 
„ nen 4s tin lea vn ebm, Wwapn; $6 4606 gy nam | 
- ry Dos c tpi fer uhr hp W, v0. an 
. 5 lk "tins 1g" mae, ane ane the dee dart. : 
Hove von mch. . B N | 
Si antiquum wie luſtulit Deus, ut 0 fbi non pl 
center, 'sc ills 16co'Chriſtiaiom ut fibi gratum intro- 
Toxit 3 nec tamen Orthodox, qui ſoli Deo placent, 
oY Graceis, Judæis ac 'otnnibus'Hereticis numero pares 35 
wont, fed ertam pauelores; 0 0 argumentum von 5 
illius, qui hune illi cultt 1 prae 
uus geri ut later ſedi nen eridicata ? Qsetmode 
Auen non inutilis ius cultüs abrgitio, 1 multa ad- 
hue ſeductione mundum betete? ; 


ww 


„ Tf God "took away the ancient vorne, as not 5 


8 ws not. : being plealed with u, and introdhced in its 
& ; 1 e N | N 4 Lt 


6 flead Ec 


7 WG 1 . 
« Head that of theQbriftians, as. being agreeable to 
1 him; Jet the orthodox, who, alone pleaſe God, are 
e pot equal ia number to dhe Greeks, and Fews, and all 
4 «« the heretigs, - but fewer : What a proof of a want 
0 of power in him who preferred this vorſhip I. 
$ chat, the letting errot to remain uprooted up? 8 
« But is not the — of that worſhip of uo 7 
& $ avail whill fo n e i nne 5 
5 world 2 i 
| The a in his e admits 4 fa of 
the majority of Greeks and Jews; and cites Matt. xx. 
16, Where it is faid, that many are called but few cho- 
1 en; and vii. 14. becauſe Arait i is the gate, and narrow 
it the _ which W. unto He and n there be tb 
2 it. ; 
7 The queſtion here to be deterrhined is, Who were 
theſe Jews? Were they Hebrew unbelievers, or Gen- 


tile and Hebrew believers on Jeſus only ? T appre- 
hend that from what has been laid before che reader i 
he can have no doubt that, in this paſſage, the perſon 
who queſtioned had the latter only i in his eye. He calls 
chem Jews. Sozomen calls the undelieving Jews Hee 
gd and clearly Uſtioguiſhes them by this appella- 


OF, 5 tion 
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tion from the Süsel Jeni The Chitin ede 


ſiaſtics generally limp them together under one ap- 


5 relation, Jews: in doing fo, they paid no compli- a 


ment to dhe Uunbelieving Hebrews, Who, as We 80 5 
ſeen, preferred them to their believing brethren: © 
That the Jews mentioned i in this paſſage vere be⸗ * 


r . 


 Hevi ing Jews | is farther firengthened from what Ort BY 


a n 


between Jews and Chriſtians, conſiſtedjn er 9 
, ingebe. perſon of Je- Ez 


denying that the Ohr had co 


us, and che latter arming that hethad, p. 112. In {3 
the forty-third ſeQ ion of the firſt book of the Recog« | 


nitions, Peter ſeems alſo to think there was no other Ne: 


difference between them: in the fiftieth ſection he dir - 
rectiy affirms it. Gregory Nazianzen alſo allows, | 
that the Orthodox were the feweſt of the tribes of ee 
ral, 2da Or. p. 48. A. Hiſt. Op. iii. 355. 5 

Having evinced the higher. antiquity. of the 1 N 
„n Jews over the Edioneans, and: Chriſtians, 3 
and of their being more numerous for centuries af. 
ter, 1 hall now lay before the ſceptical - reader a 
few of the tenets of thoſe believers in FH us only, 
which. . enable bim to form a. true Judgment. 7 


ben fays in-his. Tra againſt Celſus, thatthadifference . 


. 4 ir 7 
whether it be probable, that ſuch tenets were likely 2 
to he acknowledged by a ſect deriving their origin | 
8 from a Divine Meſſenger, as 1 ſuppoſe they ſaid, for 
25 yet Thave no authority for it: and though I ſhould | 
find no authority for wy ſuppoſition, my reaſons, be- 
6 ſides what 1 have already alledged, for thinking that | 

he was an appointed Meſſenger from the Deity, will 
1 beſt appear hereafter. Firſt we are informed by St. 
| Peter, in che Clementines, Hom. i iv. Set, 16, That 1 
Demons or Devils were not ſeen by the Jewe—In 12 
5 the fourteenth ſection, he ſays, that there were Dæ- 2 

1 mons, was hidden from many: not however from the 

Chriſtians, who knew their fecrets—In the nineteenth 5 

ſection he calls them wicked giti, and miſchievous 

Damen. Now. as Demons were not ſeen by the 

Jeu, and were hidden or unknown to many, it fol- 

| Jows that they did not believe in their exiſtence : © 

: which if admitted, and I think cannot reaſonably is : 

| denied, it will evince that al thoſe relations concerning 

4 Dzmons which we haye in che Goſpels, and other books 


K 


= of the New Teſtament, are only Chriſtian lies. What 


SY nr + fs 8 


; farther evinces that the Nazarenes entirely denied the 


ae of evil ſpirits, is, that 2 Martyr admits 


wa 
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. ant . 
— (ha Hebrews), who, denied, that ws 

| were even gaod angels, and that thoſe appearances | 

recorded 1 in the Bible, were only temporary and oe 

* being like rays of light which were drawn 

into the Subſiſtence from which they ifſued, without 

5 having ever been at all ſeparated from it. If there» | 
fore they denied the exiſtence of good angels, it may, | 
1 ſortiori, be concluded that they alſo denied the . 

 Mence of evil ones; 5 as Peter, I think, affirms. 

Celfus's Nazarene denied the deſcent of the Holy 

: "Spirit in the ſhape of a dove, and the voice from 

: heaven proclaiming Jeſus to be the Son of God. Ed. 


Spencer, p- 31. The Nazarenes were Hebrew Jews, : 


IF 


3 or believers. | 


* 


Ib. p. 46. Cellus $ Jew did not believe that Herod 


' 1 bad plotted any thing againſt the life of Tenn, _ 175 


| knew nothing of the Aight into Egypt. 5 1 55 
Ib. p. 60. Denied the reſurrection and future judg- ; 

ment, and that ſouls were immortal, Rec. lib. ii. 13. + 

; Ib, p. 113. The Nazarene denies that Jeſus for- 5 


| told what happened to imſelf,—P, 1 30, not even n his Top 


+: 


1 reſurre®tion Sd 


| 


| 7 Having read the treatiſa of onen n cab, in a Spencer vedia . 
| tion I am at 1e e to 9 quote it 85 = 


9 
4 


'1 have. 


[ ay J 
1 hve alſo met wth a paſſage, but Omitted eitlter 
at the time to note it, or loſt or miſlaid the paper 


where L remarked it, that the Jews denied that. P- 


was even crucified, And it muſt be allowed, that If 


the Deity employed. human means to declare his will 


to man, that, prima atis, iti is not reaſonable to think = 
chat be would have pitched upon a perſon whowe 
: Bout Chriſ- 
tians will have it that this was clearly foretold by de 85 
prophets of the Old Teſtament. Doubtleſs, it is very 


4 20belerneified, Mofes was not crucified, 


deatly foretold in paſſages 'of this book 3 but then 


the Jews ercepted againſt the authority 'of a book 


5 which chey held to be a perfeet miſinterpretation f 


their ſacred or rather hiſtoric writings But to ut 


this-matter thort, both Jews and Hebrews denied that 


there was any other prophet beſides Moſes. | 


| There cannot be a 'grofſer error than to ſuppoſe | 


Ant the Chriſtians in the early age of the Church, 


that is the heads of them, were a ſet of illiterate, gs 


noraht wretchies : : they were the very reverſe : they 


? were the moft refined politicians, Without commit- 


mn ho . eternal torments . 


/ 


ing theinſelves, they: deputed, th roughout the world, 


all 
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al mainkind, at the Lame time. aſforing their heaters. | 
Wy that they wretes in poſſeſſion of an univerſal panicea, 
SS | pardon the! expreſſion, which terrified the people, who 
MF toys to be terrified, provided there be a remedy at 
15 band hilf the inviſible heads were buſily employed, 
IY 5 ae at Alexandria, the moſt learned city at this 


1 time in che world, and where the Jews chiefly abounded, 1 
# Wo in compoſing books, and- aſcribing. them to diſtant 2 
- Ny 3 . " ages and perſons ; and if they belonged to thoſe ages, Ds 
1 muſt, doubtleſs, be held to be/prophetical, which was 
credited. by their credulous-converts, though held in 5 
e all perſons. of common ſenſe. Indepen- a 
w of the ſecond.s and a third books of the Recogni- 55 
tions, which dif ſ play the hand of. a maſter, the writings 


8 aſcribed to Joſephus” and Philo Judæus ſuffcie atly 5 5 
"> e it; and that paſſages l have been interpolated i in Ls 


* 3 4 ; N 
Ho 


5 5 dome of. the Heathen writers, who: are ſuppoſed to _ 
15 5 : _ have fguriſhed before the ſuppoſed age of Jeſus, I en- L 
; : 5 > ; 3; 5 tertain no manner of doubt whatever. When the 555 
1 3 | | Chriſtians got poſſeſſion of the imperial power, it be- 


ame then their chief object to deſtroy thoſe writings 
2 the Heathens of the firſts ſecond, and third cen : 
e, which Lit hays perhaps pourtrayed. them Y 


on . 


* 


5 =) 3 

* theie true FO : apd even of thoſe yrriters, who | 

"F bonn ned ater Theodofius and his ſons, and who 
| treated of the firſt, ſecond, and third centuries, ſuch 
parts of their works were expreſaly. geſtroyed, leſt N 

5, "polterity (ſenſihle of the ſhocking arts of the primic/ . 

0 2ive Chriſtians) might. be indvced to pull denn me 

artificial fabric of Chriſtianity. . Neither 40 J. believe 5 

28 that po ber 


| ity has avy great chance of recovering. the ; : 
3 invaluable writing whioh treat of this period. Per- i: 
Haps in Arabia, whither the remnant of the Jews who ERS th 
eſcaped the perſecuting ſword of the Emperors, in- | 
4 | ited thereto by their own bigotry and fauaticiſtn, and | 
unrelenting prieſts, we have the beſt chance of diſco» | 135 
- vering thoſe writings which were compoſed after the 
EE eruption of Veſuvius in 79. 1apprehend there is little 5 
Bo chaneec of recovering them in the Oaſis of Egypt. Theſe ; 
5 Hands in the Sandy Deſert between Egypt and Liybia, | | 
: 5 were, 1 apprehend, a principal retreat of the Monks in 


; thoſe ages, the determined enemies of Heathen learning. 8 
3 1 the Jews were obliged to flee-their country, they 7 
were perhaps the means of Mahomet and his ſucceſ- 
m . avenging them of their enemies; For it is "__ i 
that one of his chief advisers was a Jew. EY 1 
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deckung 6 thakc/ belief I ſhall give it in che vort 


of Peter: 4 The docttine of thoſe Jews' whom you 2, | 
6. call Vers is moſt pious, as they bold one Fa- ; 
ec * ther: and Deqaivrg, or Maker of every thing, . 
© nature good. and juſt: good, a8 pardoning peni- 
« «tents. their tranſgreſſions: juſt, as: rendering to 


4. each, upon repentance, according to the, merit of 


. his ation”  Clementines, Hom. i iy. Se . 13. 


| ' a Ie Okriltiapity' has any ming, beſides: what is here 
mentioned, valuable in it, 1 profeſs myſelf. ignorant | 
of i it, But there is) this waterial difference between 


- to entertain this rational | 


= the two faiths : a Chris lian, 
5 hope upon the printiples uf Chriſtianity, muſt,. at. the 5 5 
ſame tine, firmly. believe j in a number of abſurd con- 
tralictians, or incomprebenſbilities, repoguant to the 


. common ſenſe of every perſon: which oceaſions 1 
1 many to found their hope of falyation. upon belieying 5 
5 5 that which no one, as being incomprehenſible or ab- 5 
, ford, can bel ieve; or a8 che Heathens not inaptly ex- 5 8 
refs it, that Chriſtianity conſiſted jn-exceſs of belief. : 
99 5 > Biſhop Horſley and Dr. Prieſtley are agreed d vpon 3 
. one point; namely, that the belief which, the firſt f Wes 
| 5 + . Ph Hebrew converts Lek f Jeſus entertained was s the true e be- SI 


5 . 7 
> ow 2 


/ 


tl 


: "If "FA Gentlemen are 1 0 in what they fay, 


_ ſhould immediately a acknowledge that Chriſtianity, 


muſt be a deluſion, ſeeing that no Hebrew ever Was, 


| a Chriſtian ;/ but, on the contrary, that thoſe He. . 


| brews, who' ackriowledged Jeſus, were more inimical 


to Chriſtians than the unbelieving Hebrews, but par- 
en a 9 * Heathens who were profelyted 

| To e chat any THOR of leder mould os 
- ops an opinion the direct oppoſite 'of that which 


he had before contended for, is ſearcely_ to be ex- | 


pected. Biſhop Horſley's 8 ſituation, to ſay no more, 
pints all hope. , But 10 profeſs there is ſo much 


openneſs and candour i in Dr. Prieſtley, that he i is per- ; 
| haps the firſt among the learned who, 1 think, will 
5 be brought to change his former opinions. e 9 
We are farther informed, in Origen” $ Tract againſt . 


| 5 poſitors of Seripture. 8 In this they materially differed ; 

25 from the Catholics : 5 theſe affirmed. that the Letter Y 
killed, but the Spirit gave Hife. 1 would not think £ 

* of alnding tochis circumſtance, were it not that, per- 


* Jun ane, p. 99 bz. Wt 
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CY Celſus, Py 271. that the Nazarenes were literal ex- 5 


„ 
; 


* Mb 
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. 1 4 } 7 5 
th it might i induce Biſkop Horfley to 825 forme K. 5 
tention to what theſe Hebrew believers had advanced: 
"1 in this tape, they entirely agreed, with his Lord- | 
ſhip; ; wo, with: obvious proptiety, has laid it derm 
that the obvious meaning of Setipture is its ttue mea · 
ings thbugh it muſt be adinittsd, that in this he 22 

C Catholics of old, who, as the frimers of 
theſs writings, ſhould be deemed to be the beſt judges Oy 
of their ttue meaning. This eſlential difference „ 


teren his Lordihip and the ancient Catholics ſliould, = 
Ne 


 rhbthiinks, induce him either 6 profeſs hitte 
Zatene, or to acknowledge, is 4 Catholic, that the : 


ebf Setipture killa, At preſent his Lofdhip ein- 
| not be ald to be either k Catholic or a Natzatens, but 3 


in ſorhs wnfobrided medium between them. © 
Dr. Prieflly, aud the Unitarianb, allo G0 5 
#4 thy dit \Hipohiti6n of Setiptite, though it muſt | 
Fee thit their roiſcaings on | this head ars 5 
frequeiitly Very forced and untiatural; not to mention 
their diätisfaction With but Preſent MS. However, T 
think the fect bußht to inliſt upon Dr. pnetueys po- 
aueing Wink our of 't 
food ee as de bxponend * for the firſt one 51 
V thouſand | | 


the 7 neſent Fathers who under- 5 


t ms |. 
S hn after Chriſt, and 1 kek aht as 
anökher five hundred. If he cannot mer that ke is 
| kippottel by at teaft 64% of them, 1 apprehend that 
bee will find Hinifelf beteneem rhe homs of a dilerttiag © 
| either by boldly maintaining that the abefent Fathers 
Ada hot underftand their Own laßguage (the New Ter- 
74 tament) as well as he does, which ! believe few petſons 
bf any lenſe, unleſs extremely bigotted, will allow; et 
abirmung, that he bütmfelt is inſpited by the Holy Sri · 


1 Fitz this 1 apprehend none will diſpiite with Kith, But | | 
_ that any ſect of "Chiiſtiatts wilt have er 


| doutided in the manner in which he does, tif he de 
. Aces paſſages froth their writings that they did ſo, is 


| det gran dau hich bigots only can fallow, = 


A petitio principit ** muft unn, _ of com- 7 
won 8 
We are ktbr med, in the Im page of — N 
Trakt, that St. Paul tas convertöd from the Jewiſh to 

0 che Chriſtian fal thi Query, Witt not this elucidate Be 

a very great difficulty in the Atts of the Apoſſles? | 
nate , * St. Paul's being 4 _— j 
| den of man and born at wh it xii. 


where the. reader will oy e with e inge: 15 es 


— : * 
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nuity. The difficulty is, how a perſon could be 77 
"ow and a Roman, and be born at Tarſus; which not 5 
being a Roman colony, a petſug born there was not 
3 neceſſarily, a Roman citizen. What miſled the mo- "Ba 
E: ; | 5 5 derns was the ſuppoſing, that Jeu and Hebrew were 2 
ER "equivalent. terms: but that they. were. not melir | 
&, has been already evinced: ſo that Paul, if born of ; | 
Roman parents, though at Tarſus, if firſt converted to 
5 thefaith of the mere man Jeſus, or to the mereman Je- Ne 
12 4 ſus the Meſſiah, or Chriſt ; in the firſt caſe, be would TE | 
Ws have beyn literally a Jew, and a Roman; ; in the ſecond, * 
an Ebionite, and A Roman: and if he forſook this 
N fe, and became a believer ; in Jeſus. the Meſſiah. and 
. God-Word, he would have been (though i in the eyes 
: ; of his countrymen, or fellow-citizens, a Jew,. as, in- 5 
BY the ern caſe, before theſe ſets were. diſtinguiſhed by. 
jo different appellations) a Roman citizen, and a Chrif- 
| tian. Farther, it is . opinion, that the prototype 


| o St. Paul, for I own. I am not fo credulous as to br. 5 


4. 


** 


| FY | _ _ poſe: that ſuch a perſon ever exiſted, went through all 
He theſe mutations in his f faith; / namely, that he was a Ro- 


„ man, we have his vnn word; that mM way a Tory we 


have 1 
* 
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have the fame teſtimony : but 10 Hebrew and both 2 
Roman citizen, particularly a poor tent · maker *. That 
he was an Ebionite may be fairly inferred from their 
3 deteſtation of him declaring, chat he was. neither a 


00 man nor an hath man, but an apeſtate. We or 


| dom, 1 appre zend, call perſons apeſtates, unleſs when 7 

hey forlake the faith which we ourſelves profeſs. +: a” 
then he bad ever been an Ebionite, which 1 think can- f 

; i not now be diſputed, 1 it further proyes that he was. not 

| is Hebrew, for none of that nation ever believed Jeſus | 
to be the Chriſt, which was. the diſtinguiſhing tenet 
5 N the Jews and Ebionites. And now I profeſs 
4 am not aſhamed. to acknowledge an opinion which 5 
a early: communicated to a learned gentleman for whom 
I haye a high eſteem, that Peregrinus the philoſopher, | 
5 whoſe hiſtory Lucian has ſo pleaſantly r related, Was * 
proto ype of Paul, or rather the real Paul- Not that 
| 3 1 ſuppoſeirhut + any: of che books of the New Teſta- 


2 went, a8 we now: have, them, which... AIP: aſeribed A. 


5 1 kn EY the Uithndjbed of Jofeghus * Philo are —Y 
1 5 me upon this point; but I have already obſerved, before 1 even . 
thought of conſidering this difficulty, that the writings afcribed tothem Ne 
5 wy Chriſtian” forgeries ; F and voon this head I ſhall N to every 
teſtimony er Rome, 
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alluſions in them to t | Manichean, or Do dete 
which evinoe that cheſe paſſages are inte 


: | : 5 > 
| S; | 3 4 * 


— 


by Peregrinus, 


For to ſuppoſe, with Biſhop Horlley, that the 


contrary to what Peter advances *, and alſo. 
in nem W who. heſides e Ma 


perkaps will 


* * 


* * * 


| pliner N That Peregrinus finiſhed his" romantic - 


_- career by burning Himſelf on a funeral 
"ay well for the . termination | of the! 


% 
* 


bound ſomewhat. troubleſome 3 


rennt teſtimonies of Firmilian and Cyprian; or 
ie ſpuriouſnoſs of theſe Epiſtles in c. 


% 
6 
* 1 


: * 
5 


iy called Optim ifts : that is, they. held that the 


Deity, by means of Evil, elicited the greateſt poſ- 


.. ſible Good. This notion [ believe to be well found- 


ed: 


| Atheiſm, | e e, ly eb rota 
Concerning the private virtues of the 1 we ehave 


A the unimpeachable evidence of the Emperor Julian, 


th, already cited, for their being induſtrious. This prince, 
vg who. Was himſelf more induſtrious, or rather more 
upon the ſtretch, than Perhaps any one of che mil 
"+ lions of his ſubjects, muſt be allowed to be a proper 
1 judge of induſtry. | If the Maffalians will be allowed 
to be only another appellation for Jews, which I think 
1 cannot be diſputed ; me ſhall then have the teſti- 
mony of Epiphanius to the ſame fact. le is true, that : 
| : Chriſtians, even Preſbyters, and the lower orders or 0 
the clergy,” were enjoined | to be induſtrious, and not. 
Ws. devour what was intended for the relief of the poor and 7 
the diſtreſſed, and probably were ſo. But from the Jews . 
5 | having no poor at all among them, i it follows, that they . 
were more induſtrious than the Chriſtians who had 5 
Paar IL, , 1 at] Mo x OW. 
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* + Thirdly, the Jews: were- alſo what is common-, 


to affirm the contrary. neceſſarily tends to 
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lime, though bega comparatively few fv proppr= a5 
: tion to the Heathens, ITE RON LH” 


— 


With regard to charitable offices, there: was no com- _ 


ON pariſon between the two ſects. The Jews, as "we are ; 
1 infor rmed in the Clementine Epitome, ſect. 1 5, acted | 
| kindly towards the children of their implacable unre- ; 
| enting « enemies, the foul-mouthed, hypocritical Chriſ- 5 * 
2 tians, who were daily trumping up lying ſtories con. | : 
| cerning them; ſee Epiphanius, who wrote about the | ; 
85 fame time with the author of ine Clementine Epitome, 5 8 | 
as 1 hnave elſewhere 0 vn. 


N W s 
e . ++ 


T1 e Chriſtians, on the 2 


a contrary, deemed their children to beipolluted, when . 
f fo treated by the Jes. tre Se Foot 


* 


"The: ou kept che ws h | Sabbath. — © 
hey Had regular devotiorial meetings on that 


be re raining: part of it, as yet a 
T have met with _— tod termine me. The Chriſ- 


5 tians thenſelves for ſome centuries had their devotional n 


meetings both on this day and Sunday. This cireum- 


| Nance alone will ſatisfy the candid reader, that Olirif- 


tians were originally ſchiſmatics from the Jews: "for, 1 


— the ſeparation: and hatred which ſub- 5 


eh between theſe rival a, it N tenturies = 


- 
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- prepare the ops for the change of the day of 

worſhip; or. . to 12 aſide the originally ap- 5 
pointed day. TE Fo 
"34 profeſs . fill 1 remains. one : difficulty, which 0 


na will ſuxely occur to che ſceptical reader, and of courſe 
| create doubts which, unleſs fatisfaRtorily ſolved, may I 
_ have ſufficient weight to make him Perſiſt! in bis former | 
8. A WAY of thinking whatever | it was; namely, how, it 
dame to paſs that the Jews, who were more numerous, 5 
8 1 believe far more numerous than the Chriſtians— and 0 
L : who were, according to the Chriſtians themſelves, ” 
„ perſons of learning, and of ſuch good taſte, : as to. make 
1 the chief objects of cheir ſtudy thoſe authors who are 
. the delight. of the preſent, and the two. or three paſt, | 
| centuries—ſhould be ſo totally overwhelmed, 1 may T 
tay extirpated, by the Chriſtians, that even the me- ; 
: mory of them has been entirely loſt: : inſomuch that, 


5 Wherever the appellation Jew i is met with in an an- 

_ cient author, the learned have univerſally, I appre- | 

| bend, ſuppoſed, that by it was meant an unbelieving 
Hebrew. The prejudice. in this caſe has been fo ſtrong, 

that when the ſuppoſition muſt wake the author 

12 | exprſ nfl in the moſt abſurd manner, yet Ws 
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5 op Nazarene. We bave had a notable inſtance of 55 


s this in what has been firſt obſerved concerning St. Paul's 


being. a Reman—a citizen of Tarſus—a Few—and 3 a 


3 B23, 


nearly perfeRted in in the reigns of Theodoſius the Great N 


| every city, or conſiderable town, there was'a biſhop; „ 


F conelſes.” Theſe were elderly | women, Who as ſuch 2 0 ; 
 wight enter without ſaſpicion | into the houſes of ſuch - n | 


as they fuppoled fit for their purpoſe, either from weak- 5 | 


4 i 


50 ſome weak woman acknowledged herſelf ready to en- 5 


4 : 4 


this] has been » Gag fill leſs improbable chan that 


and his ſons, The outline of this polity was this. In 5 


His council, d might controul him; but who could | 
oO not do any ching without his approbation beſides 5 


; 1 LNG there were a i parcel of young deacons, and dea- 5 


; ter into the e congregation of the ſaints. Firſt, perhaps, 
1 "0 | „ 


> by Jew the author intended a Gentile believer i in Jeſus, *: 


1 impute "air Amok t total Süden to the eeels- 925 
3 gates polity early introduced: among Chiillians, and _ 


5 under him there were twelve preſbyters, who. were 


| 8 : neſs of underſtanding, or from credulity reſulting © 5 
; from goodneſs of heart, which eaſily made them. the SE 
| dupes of deſigning people. | Tet us now ſuppoſe that 5 { 


| CES „„ 
Get is, privately viſited by the biſhop, or a preſbyter, 


1 according to her rank, who encourages her in her 


pious intention, and informs her that ſhe muſt attend. 


ho. their nightly meetings. In a little time ſhe is in- 
| formed, that without baptiſm there can be no falvas, 
don: I ſhe therefore Propoſes: to undergo, the operation, 


for ſuch it may well be called, ſeeing that ſhe was to be . 


| three times dipped entirely under water, in the name 


; of the F ather—and. in the name of the Son—and in . 
| the name. of the Holy Spirit. The biſhop might then 
| obſerye to her, that i it was ; the/ru le of the Church that | 


4 each perſon, before baptiſm, ſhould ſerve a noviciate 


\ 1 


9 of three years. The woman, conſidering the uncer- 


7 tainty of life, might be ſhocked at this information. 


The biſhop, however, might hint to her, there were 
ways by which this period might be ſhortened. The 5 
1 poor creature, terrified with the dread of eterhally 
” broiling iu in the flames of hell, would, it may! be eafily „ 
"OY imagined, gladly enquire the, means. | The biſhop 
might then obſerve to her, that ſhe had: a virgin daugh- 


ter, Who ought to be converted to the faith, and who 
hereafter might be expected to govern her huſband, 


5 Fre rom > maternal influence, with a little arty it 22 de 
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gh band whom ſhe loves, and who otherwiſe will be eter- 


[ 454 . 
eafily ſuppoſed that the daughter would not bea Uſbcult 
conqueſt, which would be facilitated from the de- 
fire of gratifying her curioſity, by being prefent a 
their midnight affemblies, from which ſhe would be 
excluded before ſhe was declared a Catechumen. The 
daughter, we ſhall ſuppoſe, is added to the an 
mens; the mother claims the reward. The biſhop then 
informs her, that what ſhe has done is very well; buts 
as we are all finners, what the had performed could 
only be deemed a ſraall reparation for her offences 
againſt her Maker : and if ſhe truly defired to become 
ONE of the faithful, why does not ſhe convert her bo. 


nally broiling in dell : well as the loves her huſband, - 


| Knowing, as we may fafely infer from the Fa hers 


8 with what abborrencs Chriſtianity and its precepts — 
| were beld in dy the Gentile Heathens, and perhaps 
5 particularly ſo by her huſband; the idea of convert- 

ing bim muſt appear 0 deſp . : te, as almoſt te make | 
der deſpair; howerer the maſt vy. Haring received | 
ber leſſon from the diſhop (though in truth women 
e ſeldom at a lofs concerning the fitteſt means of 


EFF 


t * 1 
el ſuppoſe then that Madam findsait difficult to 
an: the huſband , finding her continue in this humour, 
enquires the cauſe, when, pethaps after many dark 
F 
feſkon of faith, ſhe holds it to be finful to eat at the 
dane table With an unbeliever. With what aſtoniſh- 
< ment and horror fuck intelligence would be received, 
it is needleſs to point out: but when he found that his | 
children were of the ſame way of thinking as their 
mother, what muſt his feelings be! To attempt to 
_ convince: them of their folly, would be to ſuppoſe | 
| them endowed with common ſenſe, and therefore pre- 
poſterous. What was the poor huſband to do? Per- 
| haps after forming a while, and ſending Chriſtianity 
its diſhopsand prieſts to their burning hell, . 
| might humbly obſerve, that it was true, that he was 
only a weak woman, who did not underſtand matters, 
_ dut where tio adi, — 


5 | 2 


5 456 1 1 


to be falle, we are no works! Shah we were. ' Why = 
"I therefore, my firſt and only Love, will not you fo far 
Y oblige me, as to. profeſs 2 faith which cannot burt 5 


5 vou: os but, on me contrary; may be the means of 


wo : obtaining for you unſpeakable happineſs, indepen- 
Og gently of the obligation which you will for ever lay 

| 52 me under; beſides its being the only means of re- : 
| Roring harmony in your family. To purſue this | | | 
theme further is unneceſſary." Every one muſt ſee in | 

- general how the buſineſs would me 
is And that this] is no exaggeration of the-mode employed 5 8 


TE by. the antient Chriſtians for proſelyting the Heathens, s 
will be evident to the attentive. reader of the Recog- 5 

35 © nitions and the. Clementines. The learned reader 5 55 
6 3 referred to, Hom. xv. ſeQ. 2. 3 : 
Wk | That the ancients reſiſted theſe artifices 15 forennl 1 
5 centuries, till further ſupported. by the perſecuting | 
105 arm of government, is firongly indicative of the good | 


| likely terminate. oY 


ſenſe of the ancients, when compared to that of Bri- Yi 


tons, and . deſcendunts, in every region. of the 
lobe, who have been, as Dr. Prieſtley ſays, miracu- / 8 
 louſh made the dupes of canting ignorant Methodiſts : 1 


8 who, however, in their movements, follow che nackte 


* 45 
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ae Vit. Gil ha 


8 9085 . 
3 
dt the pritaitive —_— their whe e prototypes 5 


65 


Hk as 1 a am eApabis 7 of judging. # atther, this n miracu- 


: Hei oa vernan tö the Metholillical faith entirely 42. 
7 | nerves the Doo. 8 kigpotea | invincible | argument 
7 Bon, from effsck t to cauſe, umefs he „ 
; allows that the Xferhoaifts ca can perform miracles, which 


I have not og. yet underſicod 1 they pretend” to. This 
xt . pre rn tit Farther evinces that real miracles 
5 eat necelliry for ws fupport of Chriſfianity ; 
. mm ones anſ forered Pertekuy. But concerning my 
5 Stem, Batt the rational faith K &s\ fews w was em- . 
mY btaced by fo many Gentiles from hated Hebrews, who: 
wult have blen ſatisfied K its truth, the argument 


| from eltect to caule Lebend « to be invincible ; but . 


E this another time. . | 


As already obſerved, had the "Ig 358 : : 
Gelen from among the Preſdyters, the Eccleſiaftical I 
polity aniſt have bound, to all human appearance, . 
mankiad touts eternity in its ER f iy foftets, Fo or the : 


Py he AI He 


Pr eſbyters having a a view to their own future alta no 
tion, would never think of ppoſing with effect cheit : 
biſhop. But firangets, by means of undue influence, 5 
8 80 d if the Epiſcopal Sees, the 


biz been Frequently place 


"Pane I. e 3 N ' 5 7 | ſanguineneſs ö 5 | 


2 


> = 
* FY "ID 
* 3 er 
err 


—_ — * ca 
— os —— * A 
— _ FO. — . — = bs 
r TERS. - wa; 
Lb Arg OT, 
AION by 


ny . 1 Tn  - — — — 
4 Rs. Ls, — * : 
— A * „ — Y — 
* A — —  —— SEE. 5a __— 
{> AAR n 1 —— — 


. 8 x 1 
ſanguineneſs of the inferior members was neceſſarily 
„ blunted, and at times aid oppoſe the nomination, and 
. thus created ſchiſm where. ſubmiſſion depended ſolely | 
; upon opinion. Such a junto. of intriguing prieſts, 8 

8 the great towns and cities, with the numbers of £ 
aheir deluded. followers, would be, and was 0 rong : 

4 When ſupported a little while by government, as to en? 
| f | N courage its rulers to take violent ſteps, not only againſt 
od: the unconverted Heatbens, but even their diſſenting 5 
4 | brethren. And though the Catholics themſelves, We 
| while a weak and deſpiſed ed, preached moſt fire- 


fa | muouſly for moderation and toleration, and cited Seriy- A 


ture in ſupport of what they adyanced, yet when they 


| became ſufficiently powerful to influence govern went, 


P POO © 9 TIO CI EP IE 


they maintained the neceſſity, and indeed the charity, 
. \ of compelling by force all Diſſenters to enter ioto il their 
„ Kommunion, and readily diſcovered paſſages of Scrip- 
+ ture to ſupport chem. Nay, thoygh preachers of paſſive | 
| obedience unlimitediy, aud quoting St. Paul i in — 


of this being one of the Chriſtian tenets ; vet, when 5 
princes oppoſed their will though the ſubject; in diſt pute 


85 bade ever ſo little relation with ghoſtly concerns, they _ 


„ never failed impreing: their, deluded followers with 


* 


4 = 

FZ b a : . 8 8 0 

14 , { : 8 „ l 4 3 * 4 1 . 

3 : - N 6 1 7 , 4 8 8 1 * 

2 | A 8 a 
vv g K a l « * +» 5 N in = Lf AY 3 1 
— * \ * wth x 2 ? . af * ; « 7 r . x | * rs A F . 
3 : 4 Wits. 5 p ; w;$*.9 , * s 4 8 + : 82 : 7 * p M V. £ : 
3 0 N * s 12 4 * Fe d 3 

= : 7 1 1 3 $5 - af 2 * 4 LY 1 5 : oy * * 44 3 S. 7 
© 7 9 p : N » . 5 : L = 


> © 


* 


b Do 


- the idea tar TOO was the real object of the dif” 
| pute; and when they had accompliſhed this, the mo- 
narch, | unlefs he fübmitted; would be ſerved as Saul 
| was by Samuel, who with his poſterity 1 were deprived, 
of their” throne which was transferred to others. 
5 This has been frequently the caſe in Europe within 1 
the laſt ſeven” hundred years. Nay, had Chriſtian | | 
3 prieſts put their kings to death with their own hands, 5 
they could, in their TONE: cite the example of 
: | the fame Samba! and Ahag. And however ſtrange | 
F it may appear, theſe inſtances are frequently cited by 5 


the Fathers, as evincing the 


prieſts. So dangerous! is it to permit ww. ava of Fs 
4 natiſm to get to CR: hs rows The 70h 
That the concealed movers in this Hiabolical buſi- 
nel were perſons of conſummate abilities, i is clearly 
| evinced from the Praxeis, or Adi of Peter, now in a 
: great l comprized i in the ſecond and third books 
- of the Recognitions. The effect therefore is only. 
| equal to the cauſe.” When Chriſtianity became the 
court religion, the rulers of the church, ere they ats 


: dempted to enſlave mankind, prepared them for it by. 
us firſt by Hying it down” as 4 Principle, that 
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3 wirhont we conſent of the | Biſhop 8 en 90th. vg 
could be determined upon in general copncils. * 
5 5 8 1 neceſſarily led to the eſtabliſhing the deſpotiſm .of 4; 
8 the Roma: 


3 Biſhop, its mY being oppaſed by the other | 
- biſhaps, in te be aſeribed to the apprahenſion- of, ths 
1 I Catholics, leſt an Arjan prince aſcending the Imperial 
due, their faith! hould/ be anathematized by 3 
1 council of Arian biſbaps; ſa that in faQ, the et fiſh 
ing this principle, was the conſtituting an inger um in 
dei which) in the caſe of Vigilins gave Juſtinian "= 
| much 4rouble,notmithilanding the manyadyantages he | 
Fo  derivedfromhisiituation, partly to gyercoms; and was | 
rde real cauſe of tthe ſeparation het wegp the Eaſtern | 
and Weſtern churches, Thks principle being advanced, 
- dyriog the perſecutipy e \rian prigces, who fuc- | 


1 dn Conftanting the Great in the Faſter empire, - 
3 hecken, net Koally, achngwledge fil dhe hp: wk 


4 7 


ee and eyinagy, tha their mipiiery yho dig. age 
withſtan d ſuch 2 kringiple vith all the, weiche ef 
3 | gore g ent, were perſons: of Hntle olitigal foreſight. 
Fn . Seeondly, The inftirution of Monks and Nuns 
hb aer bene up, ſs of en. The 


GN 
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ufterity of heir lires affected the weak and che ig | 
ratz hilſt both readily-ſwallowed the. abſurd, 


of he Chriſtian Church 
offerings of the faithful, exabled.it to. pang 535 BE Py 
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To conclude, the , writing inſcribed 8 ds 


| Homilies "ER one time . 
1 rene as ſuch (homes 
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el men in every country in which Chriſtianity was | 
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Cn ö 
known: whereas individuals may err in thbir relatiots; 
nay; may lie, as I (hat have hereafter! och to 
 evitce" in regard) of Diouyſius, che learari 2 of 

Alexandria. 121104 4/4 
This obſervation 1 have thought neveBrylb Ae, 
left it ſhould be objected againſt me, that arguments 
counted on ſpurious writings, compoſed:by the Lord 
knows who, ought to be difregarded : though this argu- 
ment may be eaſily tetorted againſt Chriſtians, ſhould 
they attempt to argue from the New Teſtament, till 
they prove "who wrote it: for, that thoſe writings 
aſcribed to Clemens Romanus were compoſed. by him, 
we have more politive and better evidence than that any 
one book of the New Teſtament was compoſed by the 
perſon to whom it is inſcribed. | 
The Author truſts that ſome inaccuracies of * 
don will be forgiven him by the ingeneus, when the 
difficulty is confidered ef neatly exprelling one's felf 
in diſcuffing ſubjects entirely unknown; and of ſuch 
importance, that to poſtpbne laying them before the | 
Public, till he could H6the them in a more ating 
dreſs, he would deem highly culpable. 
The reader is requeſted to correct che eee 


(a I have 
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\ I-have obſerved, 5. 46, of the Preliminary Diſquifee, 


dien, that Sabgllius . was depeſed. This is. anf error. 


His opinion Was was not condemned expreſs]y until the 
ſecond General Council, A. D. „Nr. Nennt Aer. 
core of Photius, totals ie, „ elurotib 


4 "1140 1 ; 


CIT YH [15 


FIRST PART. 


P. 197. Vel eorum quos vulgo Nazaræos nuncupant, 
. means, © or of thoſe Ebionites whom they vulgarly, 
c j. e. not truly, call Nazarenes.” 

The two leaves wanting, after p. 186. were inten- 
tionally taken away by the author: they related to the 
Neſtorian hereſy: his knowledge of which hereſy being 


grounded upon what our Engliſh writers had ſaid of 


it at the time he compoſed them, what he had there 
advanced was incapable of being modified agreeably to 
| the truth. Should the binder, through miſtake, happen 
to inſert them, the reader is requeſted to deſtroy them. 
There will be found to be no chaſm in conſequence 


of it. 


I have preſumed, p. 427, laſt line, that the true ap- 


pellation of the genuine diſciples of Jeſus among the 
Gentiles was Fews ; induced to it from the Emperor 
Julian applying this epithet to them: however, as I do 


not 
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[ 464 J 
got | recollect that 1 have ever met a paſſage in which 
they aſſumed this appellation, I entertain no doubt but 
that it alſo was only a nickname given them by the 
Heathens to render them odious and unpopular. The 
| genuine diſciples of Jo aſſumed no — appel- 
lation. | 
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APPENDIX, No I. 


H AVING experienced much difficulty in de- 
termining the opinions of the Humaniſt Chriſ- 
ſtians, I apprehend my laying before the learned 
reader the following extract from Marius Mercator 
will not be unwelcome. I have attempted an expoſi- 
tion. It muſt be allowed not to be eaſy Latin. 
> In the fourth paragraph, I have added in crotchets 
non before negat agreeably to the opinion of Garnerius 
and the Latin idiom, independently of its being 
without it contradictory to the ſecond, and other para- 
graphs in the ſame diſſertation, and is therefore by that 
learned critic ſuppoſed to have been caſually omitted. 


Paulus autem Samoſatenus, qui fuit Antiochiz 
Episcopus temporibus Aureliani Principis, verum eft 
quidem, quod Chriſtum communiter, ut cæteri, 
natum hominem ex utroque parente definit; verbum 
autem Dei Patris, non ſubſtantivum, ſed prolativum, 
vel imperativum ſenſit, atque pronuntiavit, non ut 


B des 
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fades habet Catholica, Verbum in ſubſtantia, vel 
eſſentia conſubſtantivum, id eſt, „% Filium dei. 
Patris. 


Photinus autem inſaniſſimo Neſtorio parem ſenten- 

tiam tenuit, Verbum Dei quidem non negans eſſe in 

85 lubſtantia; ſed hoc extrinſceus i in iſto, qui ex Maria, 
more communi conjugum, natus eſt, Jeſu inhabitaſſe 
peculiariter, et omnia illa per hunc feciſſe in terris 

miracula, quæ in Evangeliis legimus. Myozaroe vero, 

; quod hic inſaniſſimus dicit, neſciens quid loquatur 

vurarefa Praxeas primus, inde poſt non multum Mon- 


tanus, cum ſua Priſca et Maximilla pronuntiant. 


| Poſt hæc autem Sabellius et Marcellus tempore quo 
inpiiſſimus Arius extitit, monarchiam ſe in divinitatis 
ſubftantia retinere debere putantes, nefando errore 
decepti, auſi ſunt Deum patrem ipſum fibi filium, 
ipſum ſibi eſſe patrem, ipſum fibi eſſe Spiritum ; 
ſanctum, ipſum incarnatum, paſſum, crucifixum, 
ipſum a Judæis omnia pertuliſſe, reſurrexiſſe a mor- 
tuis, et omnia peregiſſe, quæ nos per Chriſtum in 
perſona propre ia ejus, pro humani i laue, . 
credimus ct confitemur. 


Differentia 


Differentia itaque inter Samoſatenum, & Photinum, 


ita ſola eſt, qua Paulus Verbum Dei Tpo;Poprron, 9 


rpanlinor N 15 nipynruos, id eſt, prolativum et poteſ- 
tatis effectivum verbum ſenſit, non ſubſtantiyum 
quod Græci gow) dicunt. Photinus autem Neftorii 
magiſter Verbum quidem hoc Dei eſſe in ſubſtantia 
[non] negat, ſed effe id Dei filium non vult; habitaſſe a 


vero peculiariter, vel adhæſiſſe Chriſto Jeſu de 


Joſeph & Maria nato, nec quidquam hunc plus fuiſſe 


quam hominem, cum impietate delirat, qui omnes 


omnino homin- vitæ merito antevenerit. 
Photinum Romana eccleſia, et participes hujuſmodi 


pravitatis Homuncionitas nominat: Sabellianos vero 


cum antiquioribus ſimilibus eorum, Patri paſſianos 


appellat; quia, ut di um eſt, ipſum Patrem ipſum 


Filium ſentiunt nomine unionis, qui aliquando Pater, 


aliquando filius, unus _— idem ipſe ſit ſibi, etiam 
f]diritus. | 


Neſtorius ſane a Photino auctore foo i in id tantum 
diſſentit, quod ex Virgine Maria Chriſtum aſſerit 
natum 3 in reliquis vero omnibus totus ipfius ſequax, 


ſignifer, antefignanus eſt, et in id maxime, quod 


ſupra memoratum eſt, Dei Verbum Dei Filium non 


eſſe, nec dici debere, nec ullum, niſi leſum ex Maria 


5 Þ 3 natum, 


f 
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natum, Filium non Dei dicendum, qui templum 
habitantis in ſe factus, ex indiviſa inter ſe et Verbi 
Dei ſocietate et conjunctione hoc dici meruit, non 
tamen eſſe natura Filium Dei, ut qui ex hac unione 
divinitatis privilegia conſecutus fit, non ea habens 
' natura, ſed gratia. Diſs, Marii Mercatoris, ſeu app. 
ad contr. 12mi anathematiſmi Neſtoriani. p. 126. 
4 Paul of Samoſate, biſhop of Antioch, in the time of 
44 Aurelian, confeſſed Chriſt to be begotten of twa 
5 208 parents as other men; he acknowledged and conſeſſ- 
« ed the Word of God the Father, but not as having 
« ſubſiſtence, but prolatitious or commanding, not as 
« the Catholic faith is, the conſubſtantial Word in 
40 ſubſiſtence, that is, the Homoouſian Son of God 
« the Father. 
1 Photinus held a ſimilar opinion with the moſt in- 
« fatuated Neſtorius, affirming indeed the word of God | 
«Ktobein ſubſiſtence ; but that in a peculiar manner 
66 it inhabited, extrinſically, this Jeſus who was be- 
4 gotten of Mary in the uſual manner, and that all 
| «& thoſe miracles which we read of i in the goſpels were 
6e performed by him [the Word] while on earth, This 
e infatuated wretch ſays Father-Word, not knowing 
« that Praxeas firſt ſaid F ather- Son; v ſhortly after 


66 whom 
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c whom Montanus with his Priſca and Maximilla 
« confeſſed the ſame, 

4 The difference therefore between Photinus & the 

« Samoſatenian is only this, that Paul acknowledges 


« the Word of God to be the prolatitions and effec» 
ce tiye, word of power, not the ſubſiſtencial, which the 
6c Greeks call one. But Photinus, the maſter of Neſs 
te totius, confeſſes this Word of God to be ſubſiſten- 


4 cial, but that it is not the Son of God; but he j impi- 


C ouſly imagines that it inhabited j in a peculiar man- 
4c ner, or adhered to Jeſus Chriſt, who was begotten 
* of Joſeph and Mary, and that he was nothing more 
« than a man, who by far ſurpaſſed all men in virtues 
« The Roman Church calls Photinus, and the fol- 
6 lowers of this fort of impiety, Homuncionites : 2 
* but it calls the Sabellians, with their predeceſſors 
4 who were like them, Patripaſſians : : becauſe, as it 


4 was ſaid, on account of the monarchy, they think 
« that the Son was the Father himſelf, who i is ſome- 
46 times Father, ſometimes Son, being one and the 
% fame with himſelf, the Spirit in like manner. 

Neſtorius truly differs from his maſter Photinus in 
* this only, that Chrift was born of the Virgin Mary; 
6 bot in all other things he entirely follows bim, being 


6 his 


vi APPEND Tx. 
his ſtandard-bearer, and chiefly in that which 
& we have above noticed, that the God-Word neither 
is, nor ſhould-be called the Son of God, nor any other 
45 ſhould be called the Bon of God, unleſs Jeſus that 

«was born of Mary, who been the temple of the inhab- 
_ iting God-Word, deſerved to be ſo called from the 
4 inſeparable ſociety and conjunction between himſelf 
c and the God- Word, not however that he was natu- 
rally the Son of God, as being one who acquired the 


& rights of divinity from this union, not having them 
from nature, but from favour,” 


-s 


What Marius Mercator here tors concerning 


Photinus muſt be deemed concluſive, notwithſtanding 
T heodoret ſays, that he held that the word was the 
. energy of the F owl, and that Chryſoſtom aſcribes ta 
him the opinion of Marcellus, for neither of them, 
with regard to accuracy, is at all to be compared with | 
Mercator : who had beſides the advantage of being 
able to read the works of Photinus i in both the Greek 
and Latin languages, i in both of which he compoſed, 


| The learned 3 will alſo perceive that | Merea- 
tor is filent concerning Noetus, who is, by the 
ingenious Moderns, ſuppoſed to have been the 
1 5 firſt 


N vii 
firſt propounder of the Sabellian ſentiment: and 
who, had he ever had a real exiſtence, and had 


been Biſhop of ſo conſiderable a city as Smyrna, 


could not have been unknown to the eminently 


1rd Mercator, on account of his long reſidence 
at the city of Conſtantinople, from which Smyrna 
is not far diſtant. 
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APPENDIX 


iINCERTO INTERPRETE:; 


Qu ICUNQUE wult falyus effe; ante omnia opus eff 


ut teneat Catholicam fidem : quam niſi quiſque integram 
inviclatamque ſervayeritz abſque dubio in æternum peribit. 


Fides autem Catholica eft; ut unum Deum in Trinitate, 
et Trinitatem in unitate; veneremur ; neque confundentes 


perſonas; neque ſubſtantiam ſeparantes. Alia eſt enim 


| perſona Patris, alia Filii, alia Spiritus SanQ: ſed Patris; 


et Filii, et Spiritus Sancti; una eſt Divinitas, æqualis Glo- 
ria, et comterna Majeſtas. Qualis Pater, talis Filius, talis 


Spiritus Sanus. Increatus Pater, increatus Filius, in- 
ereatus Spiritus Sanctus. Immenſus Pater, immenſus Fi- 
lius, immenfus Spiritus Sanctus. Æternus Pater, æternus 


Filius, æternus Spiritus Sanctus. Et tamen non tres 


ies immenſi, ſed unus increatus, et unus immenſus. Si- 


militer omnipotens Pater, omnipotens Filius, omnipotens 


wum Ommmipatens. Ita Deus Pater; Deus Filius, Deus Spi- 
ritus Sanctus; et tamen non tres Dii, ſed unus eſt Deus. 


C 2 minus. 


 #tergi, ſed unus Æternus. Sicuti non tres increati, nec 


Ita Dominus Pater, Dominus Filius, Dominus Spiritus 
Sendung; et kamen nen. tres Domini, fed unus oft Po- 
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minus. Quia ſicut ſingillatim unamquamque perſonam 
Deum aut Dominum confiteri Chriſtiana veritate compel- 
limur; ita tres Deos aut Dominos dicere Catholica reli- 
gione prohlbemur. Pater a nullo eſt factus, nec creatus, 
nec genitus eſt: Filius a Patre ſolo eſt, non factus, nec 
creatus, ſed genitus : Spiritus Sanctus a Patre & Filio, non 
factus, nec creatus, nec genitus eſt, ſed procedens, Unus 
ergo Pater, non tres Patres; unus Filius, non tres Filii ; 
unus Spiritus Sanctus, non tres Spiritus Sancti. Et in hae 
Trinitate nihil prius aut poſterius, nihil majus aut minus; 
ſed tote tres perſon coterne ſibi ſunt, et coquales. Ita 
ut per omnia ſicut jam ſupra dictum eſt, et unitas in Tri- 
nitate, et Trinitas in unitate, veneranda ſit. Qui vult 
ergo ſalvus eſſe, ita de Trinitate ſentiat. Sed neceſſarium 


eſt ad æternam ſalutem, ut incarnationem quoque Domini 
noſtri Jeſu Chriſti fideliter credat. Eſt ergo fides recta, 
ut credamus et confiteamur, quia Dominus noſter Jeſus 
Chriſtus Dei Filius, Deus et Homo eſt. Deus eſt ex 
ſubſtantia Patris, ante ſecula genitus ; homo ex ſubſtantia 
Matris, in ſeculo natus. Perfectus Deus, perfectus homo, 
ex anima rationali, et humana carne ſubſiſtens. AÆqualis 7 
Patri ſecundum divinitatem, minor Patre ſecundum huma- 


nitatem. Qui licet Deus fit et homo, non duo tamen, 
ſed unus eſt Chriſtus. Unus autem non converſione Di- 
vinitatis in carnem, ſed aſſumptione humanitatis in Deum. 
'Unus omnino non confuſione ſubſtantiæ, ſed unitate per- 


— 
* 
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ſonæ⸗ 


D xl 
ſonæ: nam ſicut anima rationalis & caro unus eſt homo, 
ita Deus et homo unus eſt Chriſtus. Qui paſſus eſt pro 
falute noſtra, deſcendit ad inferos, tertia die reſurrexit a 
mortuis. Aſcendit ad cœlos, ſedet ad dextram Dei Patris 
Omnipotentis, inde venturus eft judicare vivos et mor- 
tuos. Ad cujus adventum omnes homines reſurgere ha- 
bent cum corporibus ſuis, et reddituri ſunt de factis pro- 
priis rationem. Et qui bona egerunt, ibunt in vitam 


zternam 5 qui vero mala, in ignem æternum. Hæc eſt 


des Catholica, quam niſi quiſque fideliter, firmeque cre- 
diderit, ſalyus eſſe non poterit, . 


Taz 
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Taz ATHANASIAN CREED. 


* Waozver willeth to be ſaved; it is veceflary 
for him above all things to hold the Catholie faith, which 
unleſs be keep whole and undefiled, he will without 
doubt periſh for ever. And the Catholic faith is this, 
that we worſhip one God in Trinity, and Trinity in unity, 
neither confounding the perſons (profope) nor ſeparating 
the ſubſiſtence (oufia*). For there is one ſubſiſtence (hypo= 
ſtaſis) of the Father, another of the Son, and another of a 
the Holy Spirit: but the Deity of the Father and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Spirit, is one, their Glory equal, 


and their Majeſty cotternal. Such as is the Father, fuch | 


is the Son, and ſuch is the Holy Spirit. The Father un- 
created, the Son uncreated, and the Holy Spirit uncreated. 

The Father infinite, the Son infinite, and the Holy Spirit 
infinite. The Father eternal, the Son eternal, and the 
Holy Spirit eternal. And yet there are not three eternals, 


Nors 


1. Alludes to * Sabellians, wha were ſaid to confound the perſon 
particularly Marcellus. 


2. Againſt the Arians or Homezuſians, who divided the * or ſub- 
Ktcace of the Tiny: ; 


but 
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but one eternal. In like manner. there are not three un- 
created, nor three infinites, but one uncreated, and one 
infinite“. In like manner, the Father is Almighty, the 
Son Almighty, and the Holy Spirit Almighty; and - 
there are not three Almighties, but one Almighty*. So 
| kkewiſe the Father is God, the Son God, — 
Spirit God; and yet there are not three Gods, but ons 
God“. 80 likewiſe the Father is Lord, the Son Lord, 
and the Holy Spirit Lord; and yet there are not three 
Lords, but one Lord”, For as we are compelled by the 
Chriſtian verity to confeſs each fubſiftence (Dypaftaſis) in- 
| Aividually to be God, and Lord, fo we are forbidden by 
the Catholic piety to ſay three Gods or three Lords. 
The Father is made by no one, nor created, nor begotten : 
the Son is of the Father alone, not made, nor created, 

but begotten of the Father: the Holy Spirit is of the Fa- 
Fg ther o, not made, nor created, nor Nen, but proceed- 


3 Becauſe they were — or conſubſtantial, or of ane oufie or 
a ſubſiſlence: and the Father was eternal, the Son eternal, and the Holy 


Spirit eternal, deu each of * was ſv. 
4 Ibidem. 

3. Ibidem. 

6. Ibidem. 
7. Ibidem. 

9. This is a clear Aba of the whole airy; 


9. The compoſer of this Creed was not orthodox, as he makes the 
Holy Spirit to proceed from the Father alone. The Latin tranſlator has 
made up the defect, hut without authority from the uriginlll. 


ing, 
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ing. Therefore there is one Father, not three Fathers; 


— — — — — — — — — +: 5 a> «04; \ __ 
— — AO IT * 


| one Son, not three Sons; one Holy Spirit, not three 


Holy Spirits“. And in this Trinity none is firſt or laſt ; 


none is greater or leſs; but the whole three ſubſiſtencies 
(hypoflaſes) are coëternal and cotqual with themſelves. 
B60 that in all things, as already mentioned, both a Unity 


in Trinity, and a Trinity in Unity, is to be worſhipped. : 
Who, therefore, wiſhes to be ſaved, he ſhould thus think 
of the Trinity. 


e But it is alſo neceſſary for eternal ſalvation, that he 


' ſhould firmly believe the incarnation of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt ; for the right faith is, that we ſhould believe and 
_ confeſs that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, is 
God and Man. He is God of the ſubſiſtence (oufia) of 
the Father, begotten belore the ages; and he is man of 
the ſubſiſtence (ouſia) of the Mother, begotten in time, 
perfect God and perfect man, of a reaſonable ſoul, and 
human fleſh ang“ Equal to the Father with reſpect 
to his deity, inferior to the Father with reſpect to his 
humanity. Who, though he ſubſiſts both God and man, 
: yet is not two, but one Chriſt, And one not by conver- 
ſion “ of deity into fleſh, but by aſſumption of humanity 


10. That is, each of the hypoftaſes was only a Father, or 2 a Son, 4 „ 
Holy Spirit. | 


11. Againſt the Arians and Apolinariſts or Synouſiaſta. 
12. Againſt the Apolinariſts, 
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into deity. One altogether, not by a mingling? of the 
natures (phy/is), but by the union of ſubſiſtences (po- 

flaſes). For as the rational ſoul '4 and fleſh is one man, 
ſo God and man is one Chriſt '5, Who ſuffered for out 
falvation, and deſcended into hell ; and roſe again the third 
day from the dead; and, aſcending into heaven, ſitteth on 
the right-hand of God Almighty, even the Father: from 
whence he will come to judge the living and dead. At 
whoſe coming all men ſhall be raiſed up again with their 
bodies ; and ſhall give an account of their actions. And 
they that have done good ſhall go into life eternal; and 
they that have done evil into everlaſting fire. This is the 
Catholic faith, which unleſs a man ſhall Oy" and f 

believe, he cannot be ſaved. 8 


13. Againſt the Apolinariſts and $ynoufiafts, 


14. The reader perceives that there is no mention of the anima ttrati. _ 
nalis or ſenfitive foul, | 


15. No alluſion being here made to the Neſtorian hereſ y ſhews that this 
Creed was compoſed before that hereſy was avowedly maintained, that is, 
before the year 428. It being likewiſe mentioned, that Chriſt had a rc. 

enable foul, which had not been determined before the year 374 at Rome, 
places the date of this Creed between theſe two eras. Perhaps therc being 
no alluſion in it to the Pelagian hereſy, which burſt forth in the latter end 
of the 4th century, and the Holy Spirit being expreſsly called God, may 
de thought no weak argument that it was compoſed ſhortly after the fi- 
general council at Conſtantinople, 381, when the Holy Spirit had been 
declared to be God. The Pelagian hereſy was probablj advanced about 
the year 390 by Theodore of Mopfueſtia in Cilicia. 


VHF 
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The reader ſhould recollect well the diſtinQion * 
enfia and hypoflaſes, the former ſignifying the ſub/iRence 
or ſubſtratum of the whole Trinity, whereas the latter 
Was predicated only of the ſubſiſtence of the three perſons 
wzich compoſed the Trinity. Without keeping this dif. 
tinction in his mind, and that the ſubſiſtences, or Hypo- 
flaſes, of the divine perſons, were diſtinct as hypeftaſes, 
and united as an f fa, his ideas muſt be confuſed, 
The difficulty to the Engliſh reader is conſiderably en- 
hanced from our not having different terms for expound- 
ing oufra and bypoflaſes, but are obliged to render both 
by /ub/iRence, or the Latin term ſubſtratum, The Latins 
were nearly in the ſame predicament, having only ſub- 
fantia and its ſynonimes for expreſſing both the Greek 
terms. The Engliſh reader, perhaps, by not reading the 
words ſubſiſtence or ſubſtratum at all, but inſtead of them 
the Greek terms ouſia and hypoflaſis, will more eaſily ar- 
rive at the object of the compoſer, Nihil fine labore. 
Without attention and exertion of the mental faculties it 
i 


is vain to expect the attainment of metaphyſical niceties: 

but with what I have already mentioned in the beginning 

— the ſecond part of theſe ſtrictures, and what is here 
faid, I do not conceive that the difficulties of this cele- 

brated Creed are more difficult to the capacity of a child, 

for ſuch I deem a lad of fixteen, than the Chapter of 

Pawer in Locke's Eflay on the Human Underſtanding, 


nor 
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nor indeed half ſo much ſo, which is a part of a junior 
freſhman's ſtudy, many of whom exceed not that age, in 
the univerſity of Dublin. Farther, the reader ſhould re- 
member, that by affirming the diſtinction of the hypo/taſes, 
the Catholics confuted the Sabellians, who denied their 
ſeparation; and by maintaining one ouſia, they confuted 
the Arians, who, by ſeparating too far aſunder the three 
hypoſtaſes, precluded a oneneſs of ouſia a or ſubſ; ence, or 
| ſubſtratum, of the Trinity. 1 
It is alſo evident that the Latin tranſlator knew nothing : 
of the object of this Creed, nor of the force of the Greek 
terms, His expounding bypoftafi F by perſona, inſtead of 
5 ſubſtantia, and phyſis by ſubſtantia, inſtead of natura, 
abundantly prove it. That he lived after the eighth cen- 
tury is certain, for ſo long the knowledge of the ſubſiſten- 
cies was retained by the Catholic church, 
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who believed that Jeſus was not an 


Naxarenes, 
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„ II I ſhall be able to prove this to the fatigfaQion 
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fo 1 


that dong Proteſtants, all religious controverſy ate 
to ceaſe in future, it being impoſſible for them to deny, 


+ If they keep true to their principles, that the faith of 


the firſt Converts of Jeſus, as to Eſſentials, was not the 
true faith. Now what the faith of the. Nazarenes was, 


. 2s to Eſſentials, is no longer diſputed among Proteſtants, | 


With whom 1 in this particular the Catholics alſo agree; 
namel Ys that Jeſus was a mere Man begotten of Foſeph 
and Mary, in like manner as other men are begotten of 

their parents: : this faith then muſt conſequently, by 

Proteſtants, be allowed to be the true faith, in this par- 

ticular, as being the acknowledged faith of the Hebrew. 

or firſt converts of. Jeſus.” And indeed, however much 5 
Biſhop Horſeley and Doctor Prieſtley may in other 


? reſpects hear to differ, they agree in this, that, in 


SN what concerns s efſentials, Ne bei is dhe 


true %» ˙ꝛ··ͥ mj] re 
Another important queſtion ics VE "OY | 
al namely, what was the opinion of the Nazarenes con- 
. cerning the books of the Old. and New Teſtaments. 

| If I can ſhew, that all thoſe Sets were in fact one 
EN Set only, there will remain no doubt concerning this | 
wo” point: for, Fauſtus the Manichee, in his diſputation | 
with St. Auguſtine, aſſerts, that the books of the New. 
5 Teſtament were *. a vey time after the Apoſtles, | 


* 


J 4 1 


to which the fuppoled names of Apoſtles, or of the fol- 
lowers of A poſtles, were prefixed by the forgers, in 
order to procure their reception among the faithful. 
Now, chat this was the real opinion of the Manichees 
muſt be admitted, as Fauſtus, knowing that Auguſtine 
having. been himſelf a Manichean, could not poſſibly 
have had the impudence to have advanced that in con- 
troverſy,. which his opponent could, from perſonal 
: knowledge, have- moſt triumphantly diſproved. - That 
ſeveral of theſe Sects held the Old Teſtament in the 
ſame light is well known, and not one of them is fad 
to „n any of the Goſpels, as a true relation of the 


Miniſtry of Jeſus, unleſs, we except the Goſpel of 


Mark, but not in its preſent form; and which I think 
5 N have ſhewn was the ſame as the Goſpel of Pater, or of © 

: the Egyptians its moſt general appellation before it had 
been altered. But ſhould I ſucceed in proving theſe 
| Sets to have been only different nick-names of one 
Sect, it will neceſſarily follow, that the unaltered Goſ- 


peel of Mark, was the Goſpel made uſe of by them, and 


of courſe the only genuine relation which remains of 


that wien . from what Jerome® has ſaid, 1 
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See p. 22, Preliminary Diſa. 
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tural and true ſolution of this difficulty. It may per- 
ficial knowledge of manners, cuſtoms, geography, chro- 
nology, united to an ardent love of truth whitherſosver 


x 4 1 . 

+ en be ited tht it — . 
e. 8 F 2 1 
1 am fully aware of Fn - iculey aith which what 
ever contradicts the general received- opinion is re- 


eeived, eſpecially in matters of religion: it being always, 
and with much appearance of reaſon, objeRed in theſe 
eaſes, the improbability of obvious and: very important 


adds lying concealed from the moſt curious enquirers 
for ſeveral centuries, and at laſt to be- diſcovered bya 
| perſon of little learning, and, ut the moſt, of no more 


than ordinary ſagacity: however the concetittating my 


whole attention to one object at a time, after poſſeſling 2 
a tolerable general knowledge of the ſubject, is the na- 


/ though ſuper- 


led by it, has enabled me to perceive flaws,' and inſu - 
perable difficulties, and objeRions' to received tenets, 
which might not fo forcibly have impreſſed mere Theo- 
— logiansy Who, in every ect, muſt be ſenſible of the 
| ſhackles of their profeſſion, when about to advance . 
whatever mi ight offend the moſt reſpectable part of their 
Society. Be this however as it may, my having diſ- 
covered the true knowledge concerning the three ſub- 


* * - 
2 555 . | * 


„ 


1 21 


ae 1 one Efrnce or" Subſtratum, 95 alſo the Univi 
arcording to the hypeftafis, which yet remain unknown 
among proteſtants, ought to be deemed a tolerable ear- 
neſt, that T ſhall not diſappoint my readers in what 1 
propoſe farther elucidating; for that which is to follow, 
though it muſt be allowed to be novel and intereſting, 
oun be deemed no more than childrens wh i I : 
ſon of thele intrieate doQrines, „ Le. 
That proteſtant writers of collfiderable walk and 
- wan abilities ſhould" venture to treat of the | 
ſentiments of the Fathers without having an accurate 


| knowledge" of both theſe doctrines, without which it 


- wis"itnpoſſible for them to conceive what the Fathers 
meant; is a melancholy inſtance of the vanity of reputed 


For, though they may modeſtly deny the 
| Infocpeednſidlc of the Athanaſian Creed, yet I will 
venture to affirm, that he hh maintains this does nov 


| nriiderſtand the Fathers, a T truſt I have evinced by tho 


| paſlige quoted from /7acentius Lirinmfis . tay, what is = 
more, without this knowledge it is impoſſible for them : 
to underſtand the diſſertations prefixed to the Bene- 
Aictine Editions of the Fathers. In what contempt 
ought theſe dogmatizing Eceleſiaſtics to be holden, wo 
for upwards of a century have been filling the world 
with numerous volumes that treat of ſubjects of hic 
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der had no adequate ies; At the time 1 diſcovered. 

the knowledge of theſe doctrines I preſumed from the 

ignorance of all the proteſtant writers concerning them, 
that 1 had the merit of a firſt diſcoverer; but I was 
| horty undeceived; perceiying that it had been diſco- 
vered upwards of a century by Fohannes Se, a 
and from. the peruſal of ſeveral: of. the Benedi 
Catholic writers ſince, I find that his diſcovery: i is: now. 
well known. among all che learned Catholics end. 
Bux we ee of the! Cotto: hich in g 


— 


„ with which, FROM hate firſt prod or r_inven=- 
Gon, theſe doctrines have been communicated to che 5 
ſaithfull. Any one may eaſily ſatisfy himſelf concern · 
ing the ignorance of our Catholics on theſe points, by 
examining what the ingenious Mr. Berrington has ad- 
vanced j in regard of the diſputations of Abelard. How 
erer that our titular Primate is bur Maker ef them 
Ko not be reaſonably queſtioned j Mfc 
Phbis caution in unfolding. lch Myſteries | which 
| would have ſubjocted the primitive Catholics to tha, 
. ſneers of their opponents, may perhaps throw light upon 
that difficult -paſſage of Paul to Timothy, in which ha 
e him to * that which i is oe w thy truſt. 
A 1 . nat 
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"1 1. e. not to betray the ſecret entruſted to Rim. This 


folemn engagement * was it ſeems thought inſufficient | 
without. Apoſtolic Authority to-enſure due 095 con- 


+ 84 


| cerning the r 7 ma 


An unforeſeen evil, fatal however to the cauſe r 5 


| Chriſtignity has been the conſequence of this' extreme 
| caution. F. * during the dark ages, though 1 appre= 


bend after the age of Abelard, the tradition concerning Es 


| the! true doGtrine of the Sub/fencies, as well as the 
Dion according to the Hypoſtaſis, or the doctrine of the 


a Incarnation, was loſt, by which the Aﬀertion of Jeſus, 


| that the Gates of Hell ſhould not prevail againſt the 
5 cburch, is diſproved; thus, whether conſidered under 


= character of a'Prophet, and ill more as the ſon 
| of the Living God and equal to his Father, his want of 
fereknowledge i is evinced by undeniable facts. To avoid 
this indiſputable concluſion, the learned but wily Je- 


. fuit; the celebrated Pere Hardouin, perhaps deviſed his 
: extraordinary notion of the writings of all the Antient 


> Authors excepting ſix having been forged between ; 


the end of the 13th century and the taking of Conftan- 


os thay by ie about the middle of the thi, 
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By this men this bene „ches would have 
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1 continuing the eſtabliſhed ſyſtems of Chriſtianity, / 1145 


1 | © Bhoakd any Cutolic sn, ae 
| 3 not loſt among the let him explain how it 


e ppened that the moſt learned Catholics, before | 


1 ene Ali a8 hath and On! cad 
4 : | | 8 doftrines, Wremen 
= | poſitions of the Antients: and that fes this time of | 
_ 9 _ Garmerius every Eccleſiaſtical Catholic writer of abi- fg 


1 


ES: iy and learning evinces a perfect knowledge of nen 
1 This 1 apprehend can not be otherwiſe de thaw by | 

admitting the fafts, which overturns hy nn : 

-  ſhewing, that though theſe writers were not Maſters of 

© theſe doAtines, yet there were other writers their con- 5 

temporaries who were; as "alſo for, the two or chte Kare, 

| preceding centuries. ugh a rigid diſpurant; might 

1 —— ind . 

1 . | again urge the. objection, if it can be Diewn; cher curſe 1 
'$F IM | doctrines were rightly underſtood by either any proteſt- 
mt or Papiſt Theologian from the middle of the 16th 

to the middle of the 1 7th century. When theſe doc- 
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* Hoſe. werke at havd. which dne me 10 form a 


e of the 
Proteſtant writers concerning them, I think it may de 


ſure judgment : but from the entire ignc 


fairly inkeered, thut they were loſt before the Reforma- 
non. This paint 1 — fully examine: 3 


upon it will depend whether mer, A 


e e comingly daniles Gb... % 
As theſe doQuines having been held by the ear 


iccording to which they 
expound the Scriptures ; to affirm then that they are of 


File 1 importance, and the reſult of controverſy, would 


> Baer e ie Church, and. 


eee nene n a of 1 


what they delivered as true doQrines, were handed 


Apoſiles: and certainly, without giving up Ch 


ve cannot ſuppoſe that they: hould be all ſuch impu- 
dent liars: 28 0 


Third and concluding volume of this work. Ab 
impartaut queſtion cannot in fat be. Aicuſſeg ;* for, 


direct falſehood, for having conſtantly maintained, that 


down to them from the: Apoſles or the followers of the 5 


 riouſly falſe; © Marcover, the Fattiers: an this head ve 
independant. witneſles, as baving been contemporaries 
| and refiding in gay <iſtant countries We overmms | 


4. ALIA 0 


pant! ee EDS eee rt nt 


1 1 


WO dviy:objeſtion which/ might be gh ſs. their having | | 
been inadvertently led aſtray by ſome raſh writers. '- RE 


% 


, |  ttempt/to expound Seripture . 


form uſage of the Fathers, for among them there is no 85 4 
material difference in this reſpect, can never be ap- , 
bored of by perſons of ſober Reaſon, as being tanta- 7 
mount to affirming, that the true meaning of thoſe | 
RD”  wtitingy) which were moſt bountifully given by the 
Deity to man for his direction in his moſt important 
5 WON concern, ſhould, nevertheleſs, be ſo obſcurely developed, 
5 vs not to be rightly underſtood, for upwards of 1000 pers, 
pPy ſpious, diligent, and learned men, who applied. their 
5 whole ſtudy to it. The attempts of ſuch expoſitors, | 
us greatly condueing to the unhappineſs of unle 
and pious individuals, by making them think that Serip- 
ture has no fired meaning, and is capable of being 
uxeſted to ſupport any hypotheſis, which a work coming 
from an all perfect God, ought ſurely to be free 
trom, 1 fay fuch attempts ought to be peculiarly diſcou- 
| aged: for; indepengently of what 1 have alleged, they | 
tend to fill the world with volumes which muſt-neceſ- 


"Go be erected on a ſandy foundation. Such expoſitors, | 
methinks, ſhould firſt prove that they nderſtood Latin | 
| better than the Latins, and Greek than the: Ns. | 


that in Hagacity, diligence; and learning they fa far excelled 


" ; % *$ 
: : v4 * * ; 1 5 
„ 1 1 0 EE 0 
J * - ; 4 x * . b : * . i ? 
* ** 8 - * - - , 2 
j . * 8 R 
4 
* 
Pe ,* 
1 Mon 
* 4 
% ' 
* * 
＋ 
: 1 5 
as 1 
. 
* . 
; | 3 
. 8 A 
A „ 


——_—_——— OA «CORR; 4 ' . . > n 
r Nr e WIS nba hs LY Aa gt re Ant.» n ; vi — ne Ou "I 1 — x 3 . ane nt. 5 
n PT . N / - . , 1 1 
: , City 4 „ ä ate wb 3.9 LPASRAES 2 . 4 8 ; ” a — 2 — 
F * 4 . * 2 2 F 4 
— . -  ttaae * © g R> 4 — 5 e UNA OT rr 
r _—_ 4 * 1 „ a - _ «SA > a HE A Aha co 2 2 8 8 
= — a — . 2 1 Pw * * vi - - S cs Þ a; r — 7 0 ——— r _ 
„ Nn A eont 3 MA > — * „ — _ 1 _ 3 and 5s — _—_—_— e <8... OS ts 4.7, ol — — r 6. 2 ** 2 — — ibnccgly — 
— - 1 - 1 Tar hy Pee tg 8 8 1 . * — Tarr Pha 7 —_” „ — 5 —— — "oY ec DIE be ribs <= . add l 8 
N * — - n * * 3 N 7 1 
„ee Ra — 


* 4 4 I” r 
. 
vun — - — EIS > + — — — 
gi —— — 2 — wo AAA we Sw -+ Sow we * - 5 
_ vw 11 J P * A : 1 — => — he a — * 
C 0 5 r 
K — — 0s 4 Gt AGE 
ee ——— . UE Rr . 
— We new re et - 5 a FP va ö q 


at * - 8 - * 4 4 N 2 
. " a I TIP N 7 nn * — — 9 j E er * * F ET > : | 5 5 ! : ; 
8 % 4 * n * 4 oF - — - : 9 28 - of * . 9 a+ l 
— — — —˙—·ÜO— Coons * 2 ata N 0 | hes : : i 5 OS; | | | 
F INE" , ö 1 q - * F , x a % 5 


— 


; a a 7 * 9 « 4 4 
N ; | 
= ; 1 ; : : : 3 % \ 
, s ; 2 , 2 
1 : * tt 1 Y * - & 3 


4 + % . $ 1 ud 1 
* is x - 
= 80 4 5 
Q | 2 


: 
. 


— 


g of it, 


whence much of the Moſaick S 
th 


of a NQIovy 2 


2 


ingenious 
been a 


= 
4” 
520 , 
at "_- 
= 
' 
* 


— 


% 


| has 


F 
+ 


« 


\ 


y Jones's 


* 


Y the want 
uci 


. 


„ * 
1 ' 
* 4 p 3.9 — 


Coſmogony 
to 


. 


au 4 : + | 
* ” % - yy J 
» way” : < 
«.*% - 
5 
| © os = | | . 
4 : | : 
| ; * we. 
— — . : 
«ES * 
bag 0 
2 * 2 
= D © en 
1 
: > 
— 5 N - : 
— | a 
2 


Mer — oc 


— e 1 2 
wn, HW 4 * , . 8 4 1 of + - J Ss 
— —— & — EE deg 1 n ** 4 
— , , A oe 0 WA err ens Oo in or — age - 


ER 


tn 
„ 
A * 


8 
** W 


id 
ac, 
> IPC 


N Mita 


= \ 


Pa. At: 
1 


* 


8 


9 


A 


3 


UT) 
"Y 


K* 


9 


n 
nnen. 


2 


9 


# 


. 


FT 12 _— 

Seck. 3 The ese Cubche ih 15 drrhioible from 
he writirigs-of ne Hathers to the Countil Uf 
don, on the fons wg heads: che Trinity or three Sub- 
fiſtehefes in one Eſſence or Subfftratmrl, which were 
neicher Separated nor joined together; 0 hich means 
Booties three and uus at the ſume time: This 1 t 
meu was the doAride ef the firſt mate abs 
10 bef6te Aviug + and which Wonfinbbt- to be 
the Catholic faith- tin 16ſt itt e dark ages. 4 I 
mem that it was the eviiverſal opitiior'of the Fathers, 
that tere was an Oral tradition delivered by Chriſt to 
| tis: Apoſtles; and by mem tothe "Biſhops or the prefi- 


be equally binding * the acknowledged written word 
' of Ged. 5. 1 Thall prove mut Fyiſcopary wes the 
 Eeetobaſtical Polity appointed by the Apoſtles 3 under 
chis head I hall offer wha hat appears to me from the per- 
ddl of the Fathers to have heen the intended Polity: | 
. I ſhalt prove againſt” the Unitarians that the eatly | 
Chriſrianls did not. take up their! notion of a feeo 
Deity, called the Theos Logos, the God Word, ( (net 
e rc Was — line well as the wri- 
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1 ry gpod-reaſan; dar no ſuch notion: is to be 
n either in hisz or their worksy A te dale 
writings uſually aſcribed. to the Junior/Platoniſts, they | 
ace clearly forgeries of tie Pyfaittue Fathers. Were 
5  there-rip other proof of this than exincing a retrogreſs- . To 

on af the Human Mind, without an dequate cauſe, it 


— Pens 
2 „* 4 RES ns * eee * 
—  —————  —— , 


would be fufficiefit for real Philoſophers, who ever cm- : 
bine effects and cauſes. After having ſhewn that e 
ny Soner of this Corruption among the .catly Chriſtiaiis | 
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not imputahle to the Platoniſts, the Unite 
conſiftent, ſhould abandon their for as they juſtly, | 
- obſerve, could at the ſource of this corruption among 
he primitive Ch empire 
real) be fuppoſed, that a fri Unity in the Gods 
head, andthe Humanity of Jeſus, were net the DoGtrines 
taight by Jeſus and his Apoſtles.” 7. I ſhall ſhew that | | 
the year of Chriſt's birth, as determined by the Cath 
boesz uuns the year immediately preceding our Era. In 
„ das Iagree with Sir William Jones, and wi no other 
. rer that I Know of, Sir William, however, has not 
ue his reaſons for this opinon, which, from his 
wetedgec learning and ingenuity, will be found; 
| | When he lays' em <fore' the Public, far ſuperior to 
—— enn pretend to. 1 ſhall afterwards ſubmit to 
1 8 Ho Reader what Induces me de think that the Author 
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ua, te de forgeries: but they are all ſo. 


fixed on by the Cabelies. 8: 1 ſhall eee 


u; aſcribed to the 5 

| of @ later age: as alſo that the Works of Philo. 
s are Chriſtian forgeries to 
05 -noves, admits; againſt his will, that the Letter: from 


wy eee. have e ener 


wich the nature of Man. The Writers of the Auguſe 


: | tan Hiſtory are without exception/of this. claſs, / 9. if 


8 


(ns 1 


5 ſhall point ths coincidencies and reſemblances bes 


tween the Inſtitutions. of Moſes and thoſe of the Bras. 


mins or eaſtern Philoſophers, - 


8 ſtill exiſt. I apprehend this Author does not 
include the Donatiſts, but I am induced to include them 
from its n ama in the Decree of the Emperor 
Galerius, that the Chriſtians, againſt whom it was iſſued, 
were a Sect, who had departed from the Religion of 5 


| their Parent, parentum, your: Had the Chriſtian 
dec ſubſited fo upwards of two Centuries and a half, 


8 e Whatever opinion may be — Fw my fits 2 
ie thoſe points, I doubt not, but that to | 
ndertaking to ſhew, that the various Sects of 
| Guoſties and Humaniſts were only different denomina- 
ho tions of the ſame gect, will be counted the moſt hope · 
leſs, rhaps even extravagant. Nevertheleſs I have. to. 
rt me the expreſs teſtimony of one of the moſt - 
lleammed and celebrated of the Antients. The DicTion+ | 
$27 NAIRE- His ron alſo informs me that this point 8 
haas been proved by a Modern Italian Author, whoſe . 
15 work I have: not yet been able to procure: and farther, | 
that the Vaudois and Albigenſes were of the ſame 
family. If he has really proved all. this, he will have 
evinced the perpetuity HF the faith, upon which the Ca- 
olics ſo ſtrongly inſiſt, and juſtly as Chriſtians: for the 
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e | NE nes | 2 
2 : | | 4 N e . 4 | 


/ 


eee outs „ 
de doen introduced in an Imperial Reſcript. Neither 


is the propriety of the expreſſion cenſured by Evſebius, | 


dur his tranſcriber Nicephionas: Culliſti. As 1 ſoe no 


 eeaſun'for ſuſpecting the truth of Pat and as en- 
tirely according with hiſtorie fact, agcor 

* efthe Heathens concerning Chriſtianity, in OY 
gin, which, whether friendly or inimical, 


about che beginning of the ſecond Century, I 3 
aa l thovld hare laid it down at about the middle of the 
mird at the ny” ** this idea nnn. 
Semler. O. „„ ˖ 6 ch x08. 
Moreover, 1 8 E nn. 
that the Sect which the Catholics after warde nicknamed 
_ Edionzans, / wore the duſt Chriſtiams: and that theſe, 
"hen they had arrived 20 the extravagant. notion that 
Their Chrift or their Man-God was in every reſpett equal. 
tw Fats — appaites ridiculed 
4 heir former 'Companions 
eving i emer mpg af „alis, und 31. 


© miraculous. conception, together wih dhe humanity, - 
marks a nnn 5 


N eee Theologic 
2 the commencement. of Chriſtianity 


* 


% - 


5 K 


lein The minen Were eint e 1 
ia being Chri/ions (that is believing Jeſus to be the | 
Chriſt, thought perhaps not the Chriſt predicted in che 
Old Teſtament, a holding it in little eſteem) __ 
Sy ding to the Catholics. 
Farther, I entertain very little doubt that the Hebrew 
and $amaritati Copies ef the Old Teſtament are mere 
tranſlations, the firſt from the Greek Bible, ſaid to have 
| boi wel cx eve Heteor by Aut, Theodo- 

; | o though in fact forged by the firſt 
a ans or Eblonzans : and that the Samaritan Copy 
8 1 of the Septuagint, ſaid to have been mi- 
| raculouſly produced in the reign of Ptolemy ; though the 
| Fathers and reputed Jewiſh Authors are not agreed about 
| which Piclemy: but in regard of the Afracle they en- 
rely agree, excepting ſome circumſtances, which, how- 
ever, do not abſolutely invalidate it, tough a more ridi- 
_ culous tale was never obtruded on mankind. Had 
Dey miraculouſly to make the ſeventy- twro 
| Expoſitions accord even to a Letter, it it might reaſonably be 
inferred, that He would miraculouſly guard it from c- 
ruption, which it thordy ſuffered. Tue Copy of the 
idle made uſe of by the” Fathers materially differed | 
from ours, There were not wanting thoſe who affirmed | 
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wat the «firs verſe of Geneſis did not originally belong . 
to-it, but was added to ſhew a plurality in the Deity: . 
25d certainly the termination of the Hebrew term for 
God being plural, ſeems: to ſhew, that aſſertion is well 
founded: it being difficult to conceive, if God be one 
| and had fore-ordained to declare himſelf to Man through 
THe medium. of the. Hebrew Language, that he would : 
not have prediſpoſed. the inventors of that Tongue, 3 
_ expreſs Deity i in the ſingular number, as I apprehend all 
other, nations doz ; and which Phraſeology, He muſt 4 
have foreſeen, would be adduced as an argument 1 8 


bis ſtrict Unity, of which he appears to be ſo jealous. - 


Perhaps the Reader will think it utterly incredible ; 8 


: that ſo many and fo voluminous works ſhould have been : 
forged! But when he reflects that the Chriſtian Leaders 
of the fourth and fifth centuries were men of the: greateſt _ | 
23 learning and unwearied diligence, under the ſtricteſt 
F ſubordination. and contending for the Empire of the 
World that their flocks were kept in the moſt abject 
5 dependence, which was effected by means of inculcating 8 
the neceſſity of faith, without comprehenſion that the | 


8 tenets or myſteries ; 3 and the impoffibility for the mul- 
titude eyer to be able to arrive at pure truth, which Was 
- overwhelmed 


keeping from them the knowledge of their abſurd ſecret 


5 


EE 


overwhelmed with ſuch a multitude of erofs volumes, 


compoſed. in the Ecclefuaftical Fargon* known 1 80 3 
themſelves, wil! perhaps ſolve the difficulty, 8 5 


F 


Flad our holy volumes exiſted in the firſt, ſecond, 
third centuries, why did not the Chriſtians produce wow, 
which would ſhew that the imputed charges of the Hea- 
thens were groundleſs, inſtead. of che weak and trifling - 
4 apologies : aſcribed to Juſtin M. &c. Semler calls them 


exiles, mediocres. T hat our facred writings were with 8 
the utmoſt precaution kept from the publick eye is evi- 
"+ dent from thoſe Chriftians being called traitors, traditores, x 


| who, during the perſecution of Galerius, had · delivered 


3 them up. What ought to be ſuppoſed of the leaders | 
45 of any ſet who denied to Government that ſatisfaction 
| which it certainly has a right to inſiſt upon, a candid de- 

| velopement of its principles, but that they are employed 


in contriving to overturn. the eſtabliſhed Government, 


; which Semler thinks to have been the caſe. with me 
Chriſtians in the reign of Diocleſian, by attempting to 
"eſtabliſh the Kingdom of Chriſt, whoſe Miniſters they 


7 were to be: and that the diſcovery brought againſt them 
dhe Wrath of an enraged mild Government, which they | 
5 had befors . * to Euſebius. 7 
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What are we to think of the antient records of Chr. 5. 
tianity, however de ed with the fiQitiaus names of x" 
| Fathers and Martyrs, though materially diſagreeing upon OP ; 
moſt points, when adducible to the unerring text of 1 

| Chronology, One telling us of long Peace enjoyed © ' ff 
conſequent corruption: anqther of almoſt continued © = 
13 notwithſtanding which there were many ge · 
neral Councils ; one that the good Pagan Emperors were 
mot perſecutars : another that the moſt horrible barbari- 
ties were committed under the pbiloſophic reign.of the 
' mild Aurelius. And without any reaſon being 
wen Preſident of one Province interfering in the 
concerns of a ring one; Lone being the Ca- 
pital of Celtic Gaul, an imperial province governed by 
e Vienne, | of Gallia Narbonenſis, | 
a Cenatorian Province, governed by a Preconſul. . Maſe 
| ſvet. Diſſ. p. 82, ſhould ve think of the 
_ Gaftical Hiſtory of Euſcbius, though fo highly 
ol by thoſe who have not peruſed its but thep is fave 
like Whip Syllabub, ſubſtance : ; leaving the 
ly; unſaticfed. . This Hiſtory, if it merits 


e be a regular deve- 
ups that, 


| lopement of effects fram cauſes, is ſo lrawn 
without the fraud being. capable of being perceived, i it is 
fuſe eptible of interpolations and caſtrations almoſt to 


Y 


years, as if nothing important took place within that rl 
time, namely, from his mentioning the Manichees to 
the year 303, when the perſecution. under Dioclefian 

 begins—An Hiſtorian who @ys that be only mentions 


1 draws 2 curtain over their vices. Certainly a declara- 
tion of this nature ſeems fully to juſtify Semler” g notion | | 
of. the Chriſtians being chiefly engaged at-that time io 

: plots againſt Government, if not worſe. But, perhaps, 


i withſtanding the jejuneneſs of this. Hiſtory, the other 
5  wrikers who followed him, as Socrates, Sozomen, Theo- 


E „ 1 


any be- Hiſtory which ſkips over twenty-lix | 3 


e JL EMI 
3 


nr 


what will redound to the honour of Chriſtianity; and 
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what will appear ſtill more e extraordinary, is, that not» _ 


| £7 


daret, commence their relations in continuation, As | = 
theſe writers were indiſputably men of judgment, and t 
Who knew in what manner Hiſtory ought to be com- 
| poſed, doubtleſs the two former, who were ER | 
would; had they enjoyed liberty, or had: they dared to 
incur the wrath of Imperial Bigotry, inflead of referring 
un to this moſt unſatisfactory hiſtory for the firſt ages of 
the Church, have given us one entirely new and more 
agreeable to. appearances, ee But in their 
time Prieſts directed the Sceptre, SAY + 
But to prove beyuad reply the late data of our fared „ 
wines, 1 fox, had they exiſted in the firſt or ſecond. Fo. 


_ centuries, 5 
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centuries, could hs learned Inis a Biſhop and ; 

- Martyr, have advanced and founded an argument of 

ſome length upon it, againſt the Gnoſtics, that =. 

was near fifty years old when. he ſuffered, If ſo, inſtead 1 : | 

of ſuffering in the reign of Tiberius, he muſt have\ſuf- 1 5 + 

fered in the reign of Claudius. The bleſſed Irenæus | 

was the diſciple of the bleſſed Polycarp Biſhop of An- 
3 tioch, the favourite diſciple of the Apoſtle John, the fa- 
=. vourite Apoſtle of his Maſter, the Bleſſed Jeſus. Again 
0 | Tentullianwice aſſures us, that Saturninus was Governor 


of Syria, at the time of the enrolment : : St. Luke fays, 
Cyrenius. Had Luke's Goſpel exiſted when Tertullian 
Was writing, as in its preſent fate,” could he have been- 
| capable of ſuch an overſi ght. Tertullian, befides, having. 
been a Roman Preſbyter, Semler Diſ. while reſiding at 
* ought, methinks, to haue come to a certain 
e 1 TE 1 BER ray 


But let us for a moment lay aſide our prejudices in 


* 


favour of our ſacred Writings, and no one could en- 
15 tertain ſtronger than myſelf in favour of the divine ori- i 
5 Sia of the Moſaic inſtitutions, and we muſt then allow, |} 
chat to affirm there | is a written word of God i 18 tanta- 5 1 
mount to delivering over into the hands of Prieſts, the 
; bulk of Mankind, to be deſpotically directed and go- | 
verned by them. For, as not one in a million is capa- 


: 1 
FE 23 8 Mt = | 1 
8 "OY | 1 i 
ble of judging whether a writing is two ations: oe. j | 
more years old, of courſe there muſt be a claſs of men i 
appointed for attending to, commenting upon, andproving I 
the antiquity and divine origin of ſuch pretended wri- 


I | | tings. The unlearned multitude, from its abhorrence 3 
. 3g to, deception and hypocriſy, deeming it impoſſible that 
x their ſpiritual guides, whoſe ſpecious manners ſeem to : 
warrant moral perfection, can be influenced by ſach iſ 
commendable and unrighteous motives, imagine, that 
when they point out any unfortunate Laick, or of their 6 
own order, AS a dangerous perſon, whoſe only. crime, 
uſually, is that of unveiling religious fraud or error, 
and cry out, Heretic, Arch-Heretic, Monſter, away 
| with the Impious, then inſtantly the well-meaning mul 
ttitude aſſemble, and- quickly rid the world, if they can 
lay hands upon him, of their true friend, who would 
ſhed more of his blood for them than the whole mals of 
1 5 Prieſts. 5 
. As no one can - as: the wth of what 1 ks juſt 


4 mn ſhould it not bias us in favour of a, divine — 
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| origin of the Nazarene Set? It had no written word 
F God: its Faith conſiſted in the belief of one God and 
4 future liſe, and forgiveneſs. to the true penitents. 


What was to take place 1 in the future life, Was, I appre= 
| bend, lett to every man s on conſcience ; nor could. 1 
g | — . © 
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"Founder of their Faith and his Miniſtry ; and 


. RF 5 ö ä | | 3 hs \ 


by the Catholies ſometimes by the 
, of Buumgeliam, ape ee 
of Peter, they themſelves could not have 
ſo entitled it. For the meaning of Goſpel, or 
| Fam, is good newsz what good news? that the | 


nrg was come: WR ene | 


believe in the 
have given their book a name ſubverſive of their faith, - 


— — 


— 


_— mentioned as branded by the Catholics 


L441 


se Hebrew unbelieving J ews : who were nei- 
ther Fanatics nor Enthuſiaſts: for ſuch never paſſed 
. their vacant time in peruſing, the immortal works, or 
works that deſerved immortality, of Euclid, of Ariſtotle, 
of Theophraſtus, and of Galen. Their enemies, the 
unrelenting Catholic leaders, for their cenſuring them 


5 for this, evince themſelves hypocritical Enthuſiaſts, . 
Who wiſhed to engroſs true learning, but to deprive 1 their 


| flocks of it, leſt it might be a means of their throwing 
| off the yoke of F aith : and that by baniſhing learning 


; from the world, they might be enabled to eſtabliſh an 


everlaſting ghoſtly kingdom. And doubtleſs had they | 
kept true to the principles of their Eccleſiaſtical Polity, 
as ſhall elſewhere ſhew, they would have eſtabliſhed 
an everlaſting kingdom of peace, in which, without an 
extraordinary interpoſition of Deity, the Million in every 


country would be ſubjected to a few Prieſts. The eer- 


: tainty of accompliſhing this gave riſe to the Prophecies . 


|  concerhing a Millenium and the future peaceful happi- 
nieſs of Mankind, which, when brought about, would be 
A a farther means of eſtabliſhing their Deſpotiſm, by ſhew- 
ing the completion of former prophecy. This Set 
© beſides were ready to lay down cheir lives, rather than 
| forego! their principles, in which perhaps they differed 


from the wiſe n whoall held the Divine Unity, 
* . 
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except the Atheiſts or followers of E picurus. More 
over, this Sect every where preceded Chriſtianity, its 
tenets being profeſſed from the Euphrates to the Pillars 
of Hercules. To extinguiſh it, per fat aut nefas, by 
| force, by caluminy, or by hes, was the firſt and grand 
object of the Catholics. Its numbers, and its being 
unceaſingly perſecuted after Chriſtianity, or, as Euſebius 
terms it, the Kingdom of Chrift had poſſeſſed itſelf of he 
ſceptre, eaſily accounts for this empire becoming the 
prey of barbarous, ignorant, and of uncivilized nations. | 
Spain and Africa, though populous and wealthy coun- 
tries, abounding wich natural obſtacles againſt invaders, 
were without difficulty ſubjugated : but then they were- 
— filled with perſecuted Matiſchearis and Donatiſts. Fo . 
There ate two objections of the opponents of Rove. 
n which.are not of that great force they think they 
babe. x. Why revelation carne fo late, 2. Why, in- 
as of being lrhited-ts one, not communicated to alll — | 
nations. The firſt proves too much: as it nedeſſitates | 
Revelation exeate Being of our species, 1 1 


* k 


Py 
* 


which for want of coneurrent human. teſtimony muſt in 


of time full of itfelf, or require to be renovated. 

Beſides, is uſeteſs if the object of it, the reſtraining our 
vicious diſpoſitions whete laws do hot reach, can be at 

fe tained dy other means, as the fear of avenging Deities, 
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F 1 
r tertors of another life: the firſt pelugehe arifoqueiite 
of Polytheiſm, the latter of Theiſm. But when Reaſon 
In her progreſs had ſhewn theſe fears to be vain, the 
reſtraint upon human actions gradually leſſening Win 
the Progreſs of Truth, the manners of Mankind ought 
8 neceſſaruy to became more corrupt. The Exiſtence of | 
= 1 Deity being generally acknowledged would Kill, bow 
ever, be ſome bar to the indulgeace of our vicious pro- 
penſities, as inferring a future ſtate in which the unequal 
lots of Virtue and Vice of this life would be rectiſied, by 
proportionally rewarding the virtuous Patriot or ſulfer= -- 
ing worth. But Taronins having ſhewn the fallacy of - 
_ hoſe arguments adduced to prove che Exiſtence of a os || ö 
Dei, eher Rem the experienced freedun ef he l 
Human Wil, or from Phyſical or Moral Evil, the 
Terrors of Futurity would have gradually yielded in 
Time tothe irreſiſtible force of his reaſaning. When 
Fe | mankind then were upon the hrink of being {allowed 
lade gut ef Lafdelity-by-its becoming he faſhion- 
| —— abledodtrineiofithe Lords of the world, communicated 
|  anitheiſeduRtive, man; and energetic Paeſy of Lucre- 
Bos, then was the time for the con | 


vine truth, namely, that thene:wps a Gad wool - 
| . Boch are ſo connatural to the human mind, that 


5 nn. would nat be required to * the 
Win . 4 — | prin aſſent 


— 


* 


aſſent of the majority. The ſpreading of the ſe& which 
held theſe tenets throughout the Roman world, ſeems to 
ſhew its having been taught and propagated by divine 
command. For, ſenſible men, as their ſtudies evince 
them to have been, are not ambitious of running, DBuix- 
Dr through the world, even for the ſake of peo- 
pfe's ſouls. Being unable to aſſign any other cauſe ade- - 
quate to this effect, except divine influence, rather than 
affirm an effect without a cauſe, I find I muſt admit ie. 
| e theory of the progreſs of the human mind in re- 
ſpect of religious impreſſions, from Polytheiſi to Theiſm, 
and from this to Atheiſm, being ſupported by hiſtoric | 
facts, ought naturally. to have a Preference to any other, 
however. more ingenious, erected on human ſpeculation. 
The progreſs of our minds alſo, being preciſely: ſimilar, 
evinces its trutb. Men of profound thought are only 
_ capable of being xeal Atheiſts. And, as truth-and ar- 
gument will ever prevail when not oppreſſed and perſe- 
cuted, to prevent the fatal conſequences of Atheiſm on 
human Societies, which in the end muſt have intro- 
duced univerſal ſelfiſhneſs, and depreſſed every virtuous | 
energy, may, perhaps, not be . e 2 
3 divine interpoſition. ee e oe, 
From the reputed learning of the reverda Dea 
Whiaker I was: . to take up his view of Aria. "ia 
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| niſm, ef Publiſhed... But, from his calling Doddor 
Prieſtly a Heretic, and congratulating Biſhop Horſeley, 
Who, as a Sabellian is as much an Heretic as the 
other, I thought it was needleſs to throw away time in 
peruſing a work dictated by party ſpirit or preſumptuous 8 
ignorance. Nor was I miſtaken in this ſurmiſe: fon, 
from the Review in the Gentlemans Magazine, for laſt 
January, it appears, that there is a new and peculiar 
phraſeology of this writer s, which evinces him to be a 
greater Heretic than either Biſhop Horſeley or Doctor 
Prieſtley, namely, God off. Ged; this expreſſion. aſſerts 
| two Gods: off being a particle of ſeparation, . I have 
peruſed a good many of the Fathers, yet I e re- 
collect of having met with i in any of them, an expreſſion 
ſo ſtrongly Arian : - ſo that this learned Theologian is of 
the ſame ſentiment of Arius, againſt whom he is wri- 
_ Moreover, this expreſſion militates directiy againſt 5 
che firſt of the thirty-nine Articles. Strange! that 
5 Fo articles-ſhould be ſo unknown, and yet ſubſcription | 
| nity inſiſted upon ! But, be it ſaid with- 
out offence, I affirm, that all Proteſtants, eſpecially of 
the Church of England, as well as Calviniſts, are Here- 
tics, which I thus demunſtrate. The Catholic Church, | 
from which they ſeparated in the ſixteenth. century, was, 
| at that n 25 or it was not: if it was de 
then 
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vids never prevail * her (the Churth);: i ne 
a not weden, then the Proteſtants, lor ſenatating 
; ks, for ſeceding from 
ee ek ſufficient cauſe. But from their enter- 
Pen ning "undue notions reſpecting the Euchariſt, they 
maſt alſo be heretics : the antient Fathers maintaining, 
wet the eadand wine in the Een werethe' rea! 


alle af the ſecond century) the nick wing Sanden, 
what could thave induced Marcus to perform. a mitacle 
of 1 but Kill more, that his followers ſhould be 


8 


Cowl 
nevans, No. 75 fays, alluding. to the Gnoſtics, called 
Docetæ, NAGA abſtain from the' Euchariſt, becauſe they do: 
not confeſs that the Euchariſt is the fleſh of aur Saviour 
Feſus Ghrift. This ſhews clearly that the oppoſite doc- 

trine of the Euchariſt, being the real feſb of Jeſus 

| Chriſty was the doctrine held by the Catholics in his 
- 43 Juſtin M. 1. Ap. No. 66. ſays, Neither de toe 
tale theſe as common bread nor as common drink, but in 
ble manner as Feſus Ghrift our ſaviour, was incarnated' 
through the Ged-ward, and had for our — 
and blood e in like manner that food, over which thanks. 
are offered by prayer, containing his words, by which jug 
fe and blood are nouriſhed, we are taught to be the in- 
carnated fleſh aud blood of this incarnated Jeſus. Is it 
probable, that Juſtin, in offering an apology ſor the 
Chriſtian faith to an Heathen Emperor, would have 
aſſerted ſuch a doctrine, were it not an article of the 
Chriſtian faith in his time, which, he well knew, muſt: 
prejudice the Emperor, as well as every other Heathen, 
againſt Chriſtianity : : it being the univerſal opinion of 
the Philoſophers, that the ne plus ultra: of bigotry and. 
andes, » would be the be the God which man 
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n 
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* + Gregor Noi. Orat. Cat. « 0. 37s PI that the 
: bread 


T # 5 
22 fanflified by the Ward of Grd, and by Prayer, is ime. 
 mediately changed into the body of wes God de as'it was. 
fait by the Word, This is my body. 
FS. Irenzus I. 5.' c. 3. ſays, that our 41 js rde ; 
0 with the body and blood of our Lord: that our blood is en- 
creaſed by that cup which he confeſſed to be bis orun "ihr, | 
| Blood © and our bodies are encreaſed by that bread which he 
anf to be his own. wv Body. Cyril of Jeruſalem, | 
cat. 22. ſays, Vance, therefore, Fefus himſelf declared and 
aid of the bread, this is my body, who ſhall dare hereafter 
to heſitate, and when be ' cr firmed: and ſaid, this is my 
| blood, wha" ſhould then doubt faying, it is not his Blood. 
| Proteſtant writers of every perſuaſion ſpeak much of 


tropes and figures, when deſcanting on the Euchariſt. 5 1 
Tropes and figures, i in a certain ſenſe, may be ſaid to be 


food of elegantiy informed minds, but never yet did 15 
bear of tropes and figures nouriſhing our bodies — 
N blood, or encrea/ing our bodies. To effect this requires J 
od more. ſubſtantial aliment.  Chryſoſtom, Hom. 83. 8. 4. 
in Math. fays : Let us therefore every where obey God, 
and not contradict him, de what is ſaid may contra- 
dict our reafon and ſenſes, ..'. . bis word cannot deceive,” 
but our ſenſes are eaſi ly impoſed on. 8. nce, therefore, the 
Mord hath ſaid, This is my body, let us be perſuaded, let us 
believe, let us behold it with aur intellectual eyes. Gre- 
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5 's 33 . 
aww again ſays, the immortal body of pri ift, by being eaten 
nnd drunk, is mixed in our bowels, and  miſlgled i in the 

bodies of believers —Oyril, ib. that the body and blood of ö " 

Obriſt i is diftributed among our members, and that we, by , =» | p 

this means, are made one body and blood with Chrifl, and } 

_ Chriftophoros. | Juſtin, ib. with that food, which hath 

been conſecrated, the fleſh and blood of the incarnated Feſus, 
our fleſh and blood is nouriſhed. Irenæus, ib. Our fleſh is 
| nouriſhed with the body and blood of our Lord: our blood is 

 \enereaſed with the cup, which he confeſſed to be his own 6 
bleed and our bodies are encreaſed with the bread which 
he confirmed to be his own body, &c. Hence it clearly | 
appears that the doctrine of tranlubſtantiation was the 
5 doctrine of the firſt Fathers, nay, of all the Fathers. 
| But it would tire the reader and myſelf to adduce pal. | 
_ - ſages declaratory of it, If then the writings of thoſe 
Fathers are adduced as concluſive againſt the Socinian 0 Wy 
| 9 | notion of the mere humanity of Jeſus, they ought in like 3 1 
| © © manner to de held equally concluſive againſt thoſe who = 

3 deny tranſubſtantiation. If the writings of the early - 

Fathers evince the Human: its to be Heretics, in like 

FT manner we muſt admit that they equally prove all the 

. oppugners of the doctrine of tranſubſtantiation, that is 
all the members of the Church of n and Calvi- 
niſts, to be ſo likewiſe. 1 
| Alfter theſe clear and concluſive teſtimonies in fayour Fg 
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5 vain i in this life whereon to fix our faith. 


"Cas 


lat Seas what Proteſtant will, in future, dare 


+  to.impute Idolatry to the Roman Catholics for falling 
955 down and worſhipping the true body of Jeſus Chriſt, in 


© the Euchariſt ? for, the Word being hypoſtatically united 
to the body of Jeſus Chriſt, wherever it is, there alſo, _ 
+ by virtue of this union, the God-word is “: inſomuch, 
= that, if the Catholics are Idolaters, for worſhipping 
Chriſt while preſent ; ; ſo alſo was the Apoſtle Thomas, 
when, being perfectly convinced of the reſurrection of 
Jeſus, he exclaimed, - my Lord and my God as was alſo 
St. Stephen, when calling upon God and es Lord - 
fs receive rn n 
Who will dare, in futiire, to  inflowans; that this * 


trine is a corruption of Chriſtianity ? a corruption for- 
0 ſooth ! which was avowed by St. Ignatius, who was 
7 börn about the time of the Crucifixion—who had been 
taught by the Apoſtles who was by them appointed 
Biſhop of Antioch—who ſuffered martyrdom only a few N 
N years after dt. John —And who maintained, this -«n | 


: while on his Journey to Rome, where he knew he was 


to ſuffer the moſt cruel, death. If 4 perſon cireum- 5 


ſtanced in all reſpects as was this Martyr, could be igno- 
rant of the truth, or capable of lying, we ſhall ſearch | in 
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3 See ſecond of the XXXIX . | 
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"By rom the fame review I find, that this ſtaunch Pale- 3 
mic ſays, that Juſtin M. wrote his- dialogue about the 


year 155. Notwithſtanding, Tuſtin himſelf clearly points 
| out the time to be nearly twenty years ſooner J his 


5 words are n ru def abacheilse 0 ul rob TpuPuregs abo = 
10; adler Nye wigs Tov xale TW . Tenia von Tous, © 
AAN »Dia. S. 9. Trypho's friends ſitting on the 

e other ſide were diſcourſing concerning the war carrying 

4 on in Judza, one of them having introduced the ſub- 


ce ject. This paſſage proves. that this dialogue was written | | 


at the fartheſt i in the year 136; as it is admitted that this ” 
war ended in that year. Moreover, had Juſtin ſurvived the 
Emperor Adrian eighteen years, could Epiphanius have 
been guilty of ſuch an egregious miſtake, as to- ſay that 5 
Juſtin Martyr had ſuffered martyrdom in the reign of 
Adrian. As the worſhip of . Martyrs was eſtabliſhed in 
the time of. Epiphanius, is it to be ſuppoſed that the day | 
| ſet apart for the commemoration of Juſtin's Martyrdom 
would not have been accurately fed; or the year; or, at 
leaſt, the reign, in which he was faid to have ſuffered 


om. Dr. Whitaker alſo affirms, that the Jews held 


4 the doctrine of the Trinity, and that they generally con- 
_ tinued as late as the beginning of the ſecond century in 

| the faith of their anceſtors, and of all-mankind, concern- 
ing the Deiry of the Logos or Son of Ged.“ If this be 
true, then what Ifaiah ſaid was not true—/ſ el, knew ne 


* = 


. 


»% 


4% * 


; 1 36 1 
not, underſiood * the Father to refer to the God- Word 
or Chriſt. Nor what John ſays, the world knoweth 
us not, becauſe it knew him not.” John 3. 1. This no- 


Aion being ſupported by Dr. Allix, is of no conſequence = 
in oppoſition to the whole current of the Fathers, 


Philo Judæus, or the Philoſopher, as Anaſtaſius calls 
bim, teaching a Logos enupoſtates, ſufficiently proves 


forgeries, unleſs we ſay that the bleſſed Jeſus and St. 
John lied. Neither is the Philopatris a work of Lu- 
cian, as Dr. W. ſays; for the author of ard have 
| already noticed, was acquainted with the doctrine of a 
trinity in unity not promulgated for a century after 


Lucian. It is beſides generally admitted not to be a 


work of Lucian's, on account of the difference of ſtyle. 0 
I confeſs I was not a little ſurpriaed while peruſing + 
Philo that he held that the Logos was the Mater of the | 
 Warld: for, from the motto of Mr, Lofft's anſwer to 
Dr. Knowles, 1 concluded that Philo ſupported the 
Unitarian ſentiment: but it is quite otherwiſe, as the - 
candid and judicious Mangey has invincibly proved. 
Ie; is with much religious ſatisfaction that I praiſe one 
Engliſh Divine, * of ſemticherits. the. en * 
poſite of my own. 1 L3G 0 92 


n the. Goo: review it appears, that his learned | 


, 6 * 3 : ” : ; : 
| a N : 
ESE a © 


chat the writings imputed to this author are Chriſtian 5 


GE 
: | 


Divine thinks aebi and Catholiciſm to be the 


| influenced his better judgment in this teſpect: but the - 
truth is, that our Britiſh Athanaſius, the predeceſſor of 
Bp. Horley, the learne ! Dr. Bull, has miſled theſe tw ẽ 
paillars of the eſtabliſhed Church, who, in contradiction 
to the ſecond of the XXXIX Articles, maintained to 


 ley's predeceſſor no more than himſelf knew 2 thing 
i of the Union according to the Hypoſtaſis. cor e earns”. 


THEE 


ſame ching. Like Biſhop Horſley, it might be ſuppoſed 
that the authority of Dr. Prieſtley and Mr. Gibbon had 


8 


perſons in Chriſt. It hence appears chat Biſhop Horſe 


+ Let us once more review theſe learned polemics. Dr. 


; Prieftley, the Ebionzan, has commenced A controverſy 


againſt the Catholics, without knowing what Catholi- 


; ciſm.is: not being capable to diſtinguiſh it from ei 


Arianiſm on the one hand, nor Neftorianiſin on the | 
ther ; or to ſpeak more diſtin ly, he has entered into 


2 controverſy without knowing any thing of the matter. — I 


- Biſhop: Horſley, ſuppoſing himſelf orthodox, = 


dimſelf an Heretic, by profeſſing himſelf a Sabellian, and © _ 

| denying the 4 finds ſubſiſtencies of the Father, and ggf M. 

the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and. conſequently de- = 
nies the firſt of the XXXIX Articles, which ſays 

| | there be three Perſons in the Godhead. | Moreover, 5 TY; 

: in contradiction to his tenets, he recommends to his 

i Clergy the _ of the works of Euſebius, which 
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OBE 
esch three di fin cublifineies or Arianif; 1 alſo 


ef 'T heodoret, which teach that there are two perſons 


in Sas, 1 the ſecond of 0 the XXXIX Articles 


Pr. Whitaker cloſes the rear, * complimenting | 5 9 
 Biſbop Horſley for his victory over the Heretic; and 


that he is more at variance with Bp. Horſley than Dr. 
Prieſtley i is, for the Heretic and his Lordſhip hold a Ar 
yo! but this ſagacious Palemic maintains the ſubſiſt- 


| encies to be ſo fur dj/find? as to evince himſelf to be n 


"Arlang the oppolite Hereſy of his Lordſhip, and which | 
allo militates againſt the firſt of the XXXIX Articles; 
che Unity of che Deity. But What is fill more 
amuſing, this Divine flatters himſelf that he can remove | 
all difficulties, which is the being confident in his own 


|  ignorances: for, though writing againſt Arianiſm, his 


braſeo ogy evinces him to be a complete Arian. js 1 : 
the reader now judge with what propriety ſuch a writer 


- ould apply the epithet of Belial to Mr. Gibbon, and 15 5 
then let him condemn me, if he likes, for treating ſuch = 
a dogmatiſer with ſo little reſpect. If bs! Ordinary be = 


"al zealous of the faith delivered to the Saints, he ought. 


to compel him. publickly to recant his God off as er 
. him * ä the faithful, Jews ee Hi 
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at the ſame time makes uſe of language which ſnews 


1 


; - 


* 


Euſebius has mentioned that thoſe hereſies ſprung up 


L 30 . 


Fan lib, ai. C. ſays, ce The 1 are 


« Jews, who honour Chriſt as a juſt man, and who make 5 


« uſe, of the Goſpel which is entitled according to Peter. 


© together during the «reign of Domitian. Juſtin the 


+ Nl « Martyr, and Philoſopher, and Irenzus, the ſucceflor of c 


*« the Apoſtles, and Origen, wrote againſt theſe,” Hence 


it follows that theſe three Authors wrote againſt the . 
Gnoſtics only, therefore the Gnoſtics and Nazarenes 
"muſt have been different names of the ſame Se&: and 


that tho une of eren WN were, » 2 


8. 34— 52. fo e the fubliſtencies; ; or, as Som 


a, lib. J. e. 4a. they erred by defect. He alſo ob- 
ſerves, in his preface, that the Heretics held the ſame ? 


language as the Catholics, i. e. they maintained one Godz 
though they thought. differently, i. e. they denied his 
ſubliſting in three ſubſiſtencies. The real ſentiments 


therefore of the Nazarenes are then to be ſought for in 

the writings of I renæus, Juſtin” $ Dialogue with Trypho, | 

and the firſt book of Origen againſt Celſus: but more 

clearly Rill in the writings of Auguſtine againſt the 

Mlanicheans, who, as Gnoſtics, muſt have been Naza- ; 

. renes. From the numerous appellations this Sect went 
» 1 am 6 inclined to think that it bad not aſſumed any, 


but 
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Let not the reader imagine tit I love made oe of 


| ee language, when ſpeaking of the primitive 


Chriſtians. They are more roughly handled by the 
Proteſtant, Semler, whoſe Nove Expoſitiones, if tranſlated, 
would be a ſure means of doing away a great deal of 
modern Proteſtant Bigotry. His Epithets, when peak - 
ing of them, are fonatici ſubfanatici, audet, & audebant. 
He obſerves, 1 « Irenzus & T ertullianus vel ſta- 
tuam uxoris Loti quolibet menſe fignum muliebris naturæ 
continuare, ſeribere audent. . Lk N Civitatem novem de 
ecelo per dies 49 ſuſpenſam ſummo mane, vel a militibus 
(Chriſtianis) viſim deſeribere audet Tertullianus.” To 
which I could add a very long catalogue of miracles 


_ equally important... Cyprian's account of the morals of 
the Chriſtians i in his time i is ſuch as ought to be erpekted 
from x perſons accuſtomed 1 to leQures from Hermas, | 
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P. 1g. J. 1g. dele, nor. Ds 
17. J. 4. read, where he may obſerve. 5 : 
25. J. 17. add, after ſubſiſtencies, thereby maling the Word 2 


1 ſihering . | 8 
. 8. read, Arius 


6g. J. 17. read, reſurgens. 
85. 2 17. read, but, for his, &c. 
93+ J. 9. read, unlike as to the, &c. 
208. J. 15. read, 374 
112. J. 17. read, cbſervation 
116. J. 9. read, his FERRER, been treated as, &c. 3 
134. J. 1. read, Romans © FS 
| 165. 1.8. read, vulgar - 
169. J. 4. read, taken p 
216. J. 11. read, Theodoret, borer, 13 
233. J. 11. read, Virgin 
256. I. 2. read, that four, &c. 
261. 7.6. read, of piows, &c 
278. J. 2. read, orthodoxy 55 
298. J. g. read, an anſwer 
304. u. J. 6. read, detur ue pententie venia s an ei, 


ib. J. 9. read, he could not allude to notions, Kc. 

386. J. 7. read, or by, &c, 88 

298. J. 11. read, leffiom - 

"br J. 11. read, Ignatius to the Sram, 4 80d. ii. —te the ag. 
| f n Sect. iii. 


e Finer Paar. 
185. J. 1. read, of Rome, A. D. 374 
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